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A ſerious 


A ſerious and ſeaſonable * Addreſs to 
the Lay-Roman - Catholic Subjects 
of his Majefly King GzorGs the 
Second. 


GENTLEMEN, 
2x HOUGH thoughtleſs Men 


may profeſs to believe Things 
only becauſe their Saperiors, 
and Guides in Religion, en- 
2 join the Belief of them; yet 
SE 8 no Man, who thinks, can in 

Reality believe otherwiſe than 
as the Things required to be believed appear to 
him upon Evidence. 

Every Man ought to be ſincere in his Pro- 
feſſion of Religion, becauſe he muſt h:melf give 
an Account of it to God, and therefore every 
Man ſhould endeavour to underſtand it as well 
as he can ; for how can a Man be properly faid 
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* I call it a ſeaſenalle Addreſs, becauſe as Aﬀairs now 
ſtand between us and France, it is not improbable, that 


you will be called upon to engage in, or encourage a 
new Rebellion, | 
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to be ſincere in profeſſing a Religion, if, through 

his own Negligence, he be ignorant with Re- 
gard to the Grounds and Foundation of the 
moſt important Doctrines and Principles of it? 
Now, if I myſelf am accountable to God for 
my Religion, and therefore muſt be ſincere in 
my Profeſſion of it; and if I cannot be ſincere 
in my Profeſſion, unleſs I endeavour to under- 


| ſtand it, as far as my Capacity will go; ſurely 


it follows, that I who profels Chriſtianity, have 
a Right to ſearch into, and compare the various 
Forms of the Chriſtian Religion, and to judge 
for myſelf, which of them is moſt pleaſing to 
the Divine Being, and to profeſs that which I 
think to be ſo, 

That you, Gentlemen, have an equal Right, 
and equal Abilities with Proteſtants, to judge 
for yourſelves, in this weighty Affair, will not 
be denied: But, this is your Unhappineſs, that 
you are in the Communion of a Church that u- 
ſurps an Authority (for it was never granted her) 


to forbid you the Uſe of your own Underſtanding 


in Things of a Religious Nature, and ſeeing with 
your own Eyes into the great Concernments of 
your everlaſting State, and that you quietly ſub- 
mit to the Uſurpation. Had you Courage e- 
nough to break through heſe unreaſonable Re- 


ſtraints, which ſhe unjuſtly, and cruelly, lays 


you under, and which are commonly Signs of 
a bad Cauſe, and would then lay afide your Pre- 
judices, and ſtudy the Controverſy betwixt you 
and us r z and, for your better Infor- 

mation 
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mation, would carefully read, and well confider 
the holy Scriptures, (which both Parties allow to 
be a Revelation of the Mind and Will of God,) 
and what is wrote by the beſt Authors; and 
would alſo converſe with the moſt judicious 
Men on beth Sides; and, at the ſame Time, ſeek 
the divine Guidance; I am firmly perſuaded 
you would ſoon be convinced, that the Reli- 
gion of Rome is not worth a thouſandth Part of 
that Blood and Treaſure, that are wantonly 
waſted for the Sake of it: And that all the 
Abſolutions and Indulgences, with which ſhe al- 
lures you, and engages the moſt of you (ſe- 
cretly or openly) in her bloody Deſigns, and de- 
ſperate Meaſures, are too dearly purchaſed by 
thoſe Troubles and Damages, which thoſe En- 
gagements, too often, occaſion ; and by the 
Hazard of your Lives and Eſtates, with the 
certain Ruin of the Souls of thoſe who truſt. 
to ſuch feeble Securities for their everlaſtin 
Happineſs, as: thoſe Indulgences and Abſolu- 
tions are: For it would ſoon appear, from the 
groſs Abſurdities which ſhe eſpouſes, and teaches 
as divine Verities, that ſhe never can be in- 
veſted with Power from on high to forgive Sins, 
or to make void the Sanctions of the divine 
Law at her Pleaſure: For no Man, in his 
Senfes, can believe, that the God of Truth 
would ever confer ſo great Power on ſo erro- 
neous a Church. 
As you live under a Government to which 
you can give no Security for your Allegiance, 
D 2 by 
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by ſolemn Oaths and Declarations ; or which, 
were you to give, could not be depended upon, 
becauſe of the diſpenſing Power, which you own 
to be in the Church of Rome, you can never 
expect to be wholly free from ſome diſagree- 
able, but (for the Safety of the Government) 
neceſſary Reſtraints, and Burthens, which, per- 
haps hereafter, (if the Government ſhall be far- 
ther provoked) may be greater and heavier than 
any you have yet felt. 

Theſe Things, and the late dreadful Rava- 


es and inhuman Murthers that have been com- 


mitted, with thoſe that, we may ſuppoſe, were 


intended to have been committed, in Favour of 
a Pretender of your Religion, to the Crown 
of theſe Realms; and the juſt Executions that 
have followed, and that yet may follow, upon 
ſome of the Murtherers and Delinquents, ſhould 
be conſidered by every Catholic, as Motives to 
a ſtrict and narrow Search into the Nature, and 
Grounds of the Principles of that Religion, by 
which he is attached to the Pretender's Inte- 
reſt : That ſo he may the better judge, whether 
they are ſo well founded, and of ſuch Im- 
portance, as to warrant ſuch violent and deſ- 
perate Attempts, and to deſerve to be adhered 
to at all Events: And thoſe of you, Gentlemen, 


who ſhall negle& an Enquiry into theſe Things, 


can have no juſt Cauſe to think hardly of the 
Government, though you ſhould be put under 
what you may think, and call Hardſhips ; ſee- 
ing, rather than take a little Pains in reading, 

and 
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and thinking, you will give yourſelves up to 
the Conduct of a Set of Men, who, by their 


Profeſſion and Office, muſt, neceſſarily, be Ene- 


mies to the gentle Government under which 


| you live; and conſequently teach you Diſaffec- 


tion to it; and you will not have the leaſt 
Pretence for juſt Complaint ; becauſe, by liv- 


ing under this Government, you have an Op- 
portunity of going through the Enquiry with- 


out Fear or Hazard; for, if the Effect of it 
be your Confirmation in the Romiſh Faith, and 
your firmer Adherence to the Romiſh Cauſe, you 
will, with Regard to the Government, only 
be liable to be treated as Papiſis, juſt as you 
will if you neglect the Enquiry. And if, on 
the other Hand, your Enquiry has the contrary 
Effect, and you are convinced that the Church 
of Rome is very erroneous; and therefore for- 
ſake her Communion ; it will be out of her 
Power to hurt you, ſeeing you will be then un- 
der the Protection of a Prote/tant Government, 
Nevertheleſs, 

When a Man, in the due Uſe of proper 
Means, has made Choice of that Religion, which, 
he apprehends, is beſt warranted by the ſacred 
Writings, and beſt ſupported by rational and 


ſolid Arguments; no Loſſes, Hazards, or Trou- 


bles, that he may be expoſed to, or undergo, 
for his Adherence to it, nor indeed any Motive 
or Conſideration whatſoever, ſhould prevail with 
him to renounce, or forfake it, unleſs after 
Light ſhould ſhew him that he is miſtaken. 

b 3 Let, 
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Vet, I affirm, That that Man ought to be 


eſteemed but little leſs than a Mad. man, who, 
in the Choice of his Religion, without Thought, 
and with cloſed Eyes, ſhall blindly follow the 
Prieſt, or the Multitude, and as blindly con- 
clude, He is right and ſafe, 

There are ſome Books that demonſtrate, That 
the Syſtem of the Church of Rome, as far as it dif- 
fers from Proteſtantiſm, is a Heap of Errors and 
Inconſiſtencies: Theſe may be too large to be 
read by the Vulgar. The Subject of the en- 


ſuing Traf is only the Doctrine of Tranſub- 
Hantiation; a Doctrine eſteemed of ſo great 


Importance by the Church of Rome, as that, 
without the Belief of it, in her Opinion, no 
Man can be ſaved; and, for the Diſbelief of it, 
Thouſands of Men and Women, who feared 
God, and wrought Righteouſneſs, have been 
murdered by her, Now, if it ſhall appear againſt 
all that is ſaid for it, by the celebrated Authors 
of A Modeſt and True Account of the chief Points 


in Controverſy between the Roman-Cathslics and 


the Proteſtants. — And The Catholic Chriſtian 
nſlrufted in the Sacraments, Sacrifices, Cere- 
monies, and Objervances of the Church. — (which, 
I apprehend, is a Summary of almoſt all that 
ever has been ſaid in Favour of it;) I ſay, if it 
ſmall appear againſt all that is ſaid for it by thoſe 
tamous Authors, as, I hope, it will to every 
careful and e Reader of the follow- 
ing Tract, that it is as groundleſs and nonſenſical 
a Dectciae as was ever taught, or maintained ; 

every 
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good, honeſt, and intelligent Man will have 

a juſt Idea of that erroneous, cruel, and blood thirfly = 
Church ; and will conclude, That a Church that 
teaches and maintains ſuch a monſtrous Doctrine, 
and, for Want of Rational and Scriptural Argue 
ments, enforces the Belief of it with F:re and 
Faggot, can never be the true Church, that is 
guided by the Spirit of Truth; and that is the 
myſtical Body ot the mild and merciful Teſus, 
who, when his Diſciples would have called for 
Fire from Heaven, to deſtroy the Samaritans, 
who had refuſed to receive him ; inſtead of 
countenancing ſuch a furious, perſecuting, and 
bloody Temper, (though on ſo provoking an Oc- 
caſion,) gave them a Rebuke, ſaying, Te know 
not what Manner of Spirit ye are of. The Son of 
Man came not to d:jtroy Men's Lives, but to ſave 
them, Luke ix. 55, 56. 

Though I have argued againſt Tranſubſtan— 


 tiation only; yet with it falls another Point, of 


no leſs Importance to your Church ; I mean, 
her Infallibility : For if that (or indeed any o. 
ther of her Tenets be falſe,) it neceſſarily fol- 
lows, that ſhe cannot be infallible : For Infalli- 
bility and Error can never reſide in the fame 
Subject at the ſame Time. 

Every one of you, Gentlemen, who ſhall be 
convinced, that your Church errs in thc/e two 


fundamental Points, (it he has not Leiſure to 


go through the whole Controverly,) ſurely will 
ſee it reaſonable and neceſſary, for the Safety of 
his Soul, Body, and Eſtate, to deſert, and for- 

b 4 ſake 
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fake her Communion ; and to enter into that of 
the Proteſtant Church, notwithſtanding ſhe is 
too modeſt to pretend to be infallible ; which 
ſhe looks upon as too great a Privilege for any 
Church on Earth to claim. But, 

To change one's Religion requires a good 
deal of Reęſlution; for he that does it, though 
on the beſt Motives, is ſure to be cenſured, by 
the Party he leaves, at leaſt as a Mercenary and 
Time-ſerver, or a fickle and unſtable Man; per- 
haps as one of the vileſt of Men: And the Ap- 
ptehenſion and Fear of this, is, too often, a fa- 


tal Hindrance to the Acknowledgment of the 
Truth. That Man would indeed be culpable, 


who ſhould change his Religion on low and in- 
ſufficient Motives; but nothing can be more 
_ juſtifiable and commendable than to do it, when 


a Man is convinced that he has hitherto been 
deceived, and led into Miſtakes, that might 
have been his eternal Ruin, by thoſe to whoſe 
Conduct he had implicitly and inconſiderately 
committed himſelf, Vea, his Duty to God, 
and Regard to his own Peace of Mind, demand 


it: For, what can a Man do that is more pleaſe. 


ing to God, or more conducive to his own Peace, 
than to obey the Dictates of a well informed 
Mind? Or what can he do that is more offenſive 
to God, or more znjurious to the Peace of his 
own Conſcience, than to profeſs a Religion that 
he is convinced is notoriouſly erroneous in the 
moſt important Points of it? And, in Truth, I 
think, they act a Part not much, if at all, les 

diſ- 
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diſpleaſing to God, who wilfully remain in Ig- 
norance; and, though the Means of Knowledge 
are within their Reach, will not take and uſe it, 
becauſe they would not be convinced if they 
do err. Such a voluntary Ignorance ſeems to be 
very near, if not equally faulty with acting con- 
trary to the Convictions of one's own Mind. 

I am perſuaded, that many of you, Gentle- 
men, are equal to the 0, perhaps to the 
greateſt, of thoſe, who are called your Teach- 
ers; and that you are, by far, ſuperior to many 
of them, in Capacity for diſcerning between 
Truth and Error : Is it not ſurprizing, then, 
that when it is the natural Right of every Man 
to chuſe his Religion, (for ſurely, as has been 
obſerved, he that muſt give an Account, muſt 
have a Right to chuſe tor himſelf, ) you, whom 
God has ſo remarkably diſtinguiſhed by ſuch 
eminent Abilities for that purpoſe, ſhould give 
up that Right to others, many of whom are 
not ſo capable as your ſelves, to judge in that im- 


portant Affair; and perhaps none of them more 


ſo; and who ſerve their own worldly Intereſt 
by miſleading you, 

Where the Rulers and Governours of a 
Church would rob the People of that ineſti- 
mable Privilege of chufing their own Religion, 


and would hinder them from looking into her 


Foundation, and Principles, for their own Sa- 
tisfaction, which (as conſiſtent Proteſtants do) 
they ought to encourage; they give too much 
Cauſe to ſuſpect, that they doubt, if they 
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are not conſcious, that their Cauſe will not bear 


a firift Scrutiny : And this Conſideration alone, 


one would think, ſhould be ſufficient to excite 


Wiſe Men to make ſuch a Scrutiny. 

What I have chiefly in View, in this Addreſs, 
1s not to frighten any of you, by repreſenting 
to you a Proſpect of Pains and Penalties, to 
forſake your Religion, without due Delibera- 
tion; (for it would give me no Pleaſure to 
make Vien Hypocrites,) but to engage you to 


look into it, and compare it with the Religion 


of Proteſtants, and then judge for yourſelves, 
which of them is beſt ſupported by Scripture 
and Reaſon; and to chuſe that which is ſo, 
without regarding unwritten Traditions, which 
are the Jaſt Retreat of the vanguiſhed Champions 


of Rome, when driven from the Fields of Reaſon | 


and Scripture. 

When the Guides of a Church can perſuade 
the People to receive ſuch Traditions, as of e- 
qual Authority with the written M. ord of God, 
they have all the Advantage they can wiſh for, 
to impoſe upon them human Inventions; and, 
whenever their Cauſe requires it, may eaſily, 
after the Example of their Predeceſſors, the 
Scribes and Phariſzes, make the Command- 

ments (or Word) of God of no Effect, Matt. 
xv. 3,.—6. Yet they will not be ſo eafily de- 
ceived, who pay a due Regard to our Saviour's 
eoritten Word, and looking | into the ſacred Book, 
ſhall find him telling 2006 Hypocrites, that they 
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worſhip God in vain, teaching for Dofrines the 
| Commandments of Men, Ver. . 

Having before but juſt hinted at the late 
unnatural, unreaſonable, and unprovoked Rebel- 
lion; you will excuſe me, Gentlemen, if I, now, 

take Occaſion from thence to make a few ſerious 
2} _ Obſervations a Part of this Addreſs. Then I 
3 obſerve, 
4 Firſt, That the Guilt contracted by that Re- 
: bellion was not a little enhanced by it's being 
*; pointed againſt a King, who, as he never diſ- 
f covered the leaſt Inclination to oppreſs his Sub- 
jects; ſo, on the contrary, he always ſhewed 
the greateſt Regard to the Preſervation of their 
Liberties and Properties; and (contrary to the 
1 Example of ſome of his Predeceſſors) rather 
F abates of the Prerogative of the Crown, than in- 
fringes the Laws of the Land, I obſerve, 
Secondly, That equal to the Guilt was the 
F:lly of that raſh, as well as vile Attempt: For 
it might eaſily have been foreſeen, That a 
Prince, who had merited the Aﬀections of his 
Britiſh Subjects, by thoſe Inſtances of his Wiſ- 
dom and Goodnels that are mentioned above; 
and not by thoſe only, but alſo by his Firmneſs 
in proſecuting the Meaſures concerted for hum- 
bling the Pride, and curbing the Power of the 
grand Diſturber of the Peace of Europe and 
America, and the inveterate Enemy of the en- 
vicd Happineſs of theſe Nations, (whoſe Ruin 
above all Things he meditates) even when his 
foreign Dominicus, and native Country, were in 


i- 
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imminent Danger of an Invaſion ; alſo by ven- 
turing his own invaluable Life at Dettingen; 
and by permnting his Heroic Son, even in his 
tender Years, to expoſe himſelf to the Fatigues 
and Dangers of War, in the ſame righteous and 
glorious Cauſe, (a Son, who, as he inherits the 
martial Courage of his 'Jauntle eſs Father, is wor- 
thy to bear the Name of WILLIA, a Name 
that will always be remembered with Pleaſure, 
and mentioned with Honour, by the Inhabi- 
tants of theſe Iſlands, ſo long as they ſhall re- 
tain a true Senſe of the real Worth of religious 
and civil Liberty, and of their Happineſs in 
the Proteſtant Succeſſion, (if thefe Bleflings 
an be eſtimated) or ſhall deſerve the Name of 
true Britons,) I ſay, it might eaſily have been 
foreſeen, that a Prince, who, by theſe, and 
many more Inſtances of his Goodneſs and Wiſ- 
dom, had merited the Affections of his Britiſb 
Subjects, could never want the Aſſiſtance of the 
Bulk of them, whenſoever he ſhould need it; 
and ſo it quickly appeared in Fact (to the great 
Mortification, and, I hope, the eternal Diſap- 
pointment of the Enemies of his Perſon and 
Government, and of the Succeſſion in his Il- 
luſtrious Houſe,) for no fooner was there Oc- 
caſion, than, laying aſide their private and Par- 


ty-Quarrels, they joined Hands or Purſes; and 


fo enabled his Majeſty to ſend, in Purſuit of 
his rebellious Subjects, a ſufficient Number of 
valiant Men, commanded by brave and expe- 
rienced Officers, headed by the - OE Nuke, 
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(who thought no Danger too great for him to 
face, and no Toil too hard for him to endure, 


for the Sake of his Country) and thus, by the 


Bleſſing of God, on our juſt Cauſe, the Rebel- 
Army was defeated, our Enemies Hopes were 
blaſted, the Peace of the Kingdom was reſtor- 
ed, and our Conſtitution was preſerved. 


T hirdly, J obſerve, that Diſaſfection and In- 


gratitude to one of the beſt of Kings, was vi- 


ſible amongſt you. How far any of you, who 
were not perſonally in it, were actually con- 
cerned in ſupporting the Rebellion, I do not 


| pretend to ſay: But that the far greater Part 


of you were at leaſt Well. wiſbers to the Succeſs 
of it, I ſee no Reaſon to doubt, ſince I never 
heard of any one of you, that ever contributed 
any Thing towards the Suppreſſion of it ; when, 
as far as I could ever learn, a viſible Pleaſant- 
neſs appeared in the Countenances of the Ge- 
nerality of you, whenever the Rebels gained 
any Advantage. And yet you muſt acknow- 
ledge, Gentlemen, you had ſufficiently expe- 
rienced his Majeſty's Clemency and Goodneſs 
towards you, who generouſly ſpared you, when 
he could eaſily have cruſhed you, and therefore 
deſerved Reſpect and Affection from you, 
Fourthly, J obſerve, that it is poffible, yea 
provable, that your Diſaffection to our Gracious 
Sovereign, is rather the Effect of your Religion, 
than of your own natural Inclination: For I 
can hardly believe, that ſo conſiderable a Body 
of Mer as you are, (among whom there muſt 
be 
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be a great Number of Men of good Senſe) in 


free from all outward Conſtraint and Tnfluence, 


can ever wiſh to exchange a moſt excellent 
Prince, at the Head of a free State, for a Man 
of arbitrary Principles, and who can be expect- 
ed to govern by no other Law than his own 
Will and Pleaſure, or the Dictates of a ty- 
rannical Neighbour : But as you own, and ad- 
here to a forezgn Power, who pretends to a 
Right to diſpenſe with the Allegiance of Sub- 


jects; and to pull down, and ſet up Princes, at 
his Pleaſure; and who, I dare ſay, not one of 


you doubts, lent a Hand to the late wicked 
Rebellion; and ſent the young Pretender upon 
it, with his hearty (but inſignificant), Benedic- 
tion; I fay, as you own, and adhere to that 
Power, as the ſupreme Head of the Church, 
you think yourſelves obliged to conform to his 
Will, and execute his Commands; and ſo in 
Compliance with his Pleaſure, or in Obedience to 
his Precepts, rather, perhaps, than from your 
own Inclination, you act the Part of Enemies 
to your Sovereign, of whoſe Goodneis you 
yourſelves are Witneſſes, from your own com- 
fortable Experience. I obſerve, 

Ffthly, That every Subject, whoſe Religion 
has a natural Tendency to make him an Enemy 
to a kind and good Sovereign, if he be ſe, 
and values his own Happineſs, though in Re- 
ſpeck to this World only, will take a near Vi-w 
of his Religion, leſt ating upon a mcer impli- 
cit Perſuaſion, without rational Satisfaction, he 
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ſhould hinder himſelf of that true Happineſs, 
which, as a loyal Subject, he might enjoy, 

I am, Gentlemen, far from thinking, that 
Kindneſs and Good-nature, with all the other 
amiable Qualities, with which it is poſſible a 
Prince can be adorned, are a Conſideration ſuf- 
ficient to juſtify any Subject in changing his 
Religion: Yet I cannot but look upon him 

as a very ſtupid Man, who will blindly perſe- 
vere in a Religion that naturally leads to Diſ- 
affection to one of the beſt of Kings; and 
therefore I think every, "of you ſhould reaſon 
with himſelf after this Manner: Providence 
has made me a Subject of a moſt excellent So- 
vereign ; but my Religion makes me his Enemy. 
Now, if my Religion is falſe (which is a 
Point that is controverted by Men of equal 
Parts and Learning,) and I, for the Sake of a 
falſe Religion, ſhould be an Enemy to ſo good 
a Prince, and ſo to my own FHappineſs, I 
ſhould be extreamly culpable, and chargeable 
with very great Folly : Yet, on the other Hand, 
I ſhould not be leſs ſo, were I, merely for bis 
Sake, haſtily, and without due Deliberation, 
to renounce the Religion which I now profeſs : 
The beſt Courſe then, that I can think of, (and 
I am refolved to purſue it,) is to lay afide all 
Prejudices concerning Religion, and to ſuppoſe 
that I may have been hitherto miſtaken, with- 
out concluding that I certainly have been fo : 
And thus raifing in my Mind an Indifferency 
to either the Catholic or Proleſtant Religion, to 
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beg the divine Aſſiſtance; and then to ſet my- 
felf, in good Earneſt, to ſearch into the Prin- 
ciptes and Foundations of each, as far as I am 
capable, attending only to Argument, without 
regarding the Authority of any Church, or unin- 
ſpired Man whatſoever : And then make a fair, 
exact, and impartial Compariſon between thoſe 
Religions: : And, having ſo, done, embrace, or 
adhere to, that which ſhall appear to me to have 
the beſt Foundation in Scripture and Reaſon. 
Lajlly, I obſerve, that if a Prince, of / diſ- 
tinguiſbed Generofity and Clemency, ſhall find 


bimſelf under a Neceſſity, for the Safety of his 


Perſon and Government, and the Preſervation 
of the Peace of his Kingdom, hereafter to treat 
you with leſs Tenderneſs than hitherto ; you 
muſt lay the Blame of it upon thoſe 76 
Spirits among you, who are never ſo well- 
pleated, as when they are plotting, or endea- 
vouring to overturn our happy Conſtitution, and 
rob us (and, in Reality, you too) of thoſe in- 


eſtimable Bleſſings we enjoy under the auſpi- 


cious Reign of his Auguſt Majeſty, > 
GeorGE the Second ; whom may GOD, 
Mercy to all his Subjects, long preſerve. 

It the Bleting ot Gop ſhall make this ho- 
neſtly-deſigned Addreſs of any Effect to the End 
propoſed; and the Tract itſelf of Service in giv- 
ing you Light into the Doctrine it treats of, the 
Author wil think the Time and Labour well 
employed, which he has ſpent in compoſing them. 
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TRANSUBSTANTIATION 
Fairly argued, Ge. 


WO Books have fallen into 
my Hands, which, among o- 
ther Things, treat of the Doc- 
trine of Tranſub/tantiation, One 
of them is of ſome Time 
ſtanding, and called, A Modeſt 
and True Account of the Chief 
Points in Controverſy between the Reman Catho- 
lics and the Proteſtants. By N.C. The other 
is a more modern Piece, and intitled, The Ca- 
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tholic Chriftian inſtructed in the Sacraments, 


| Sacrifices, Ceremonies, and Obſervances of the 


Church. By R. C. 
Very —4 if any Thing, I preſume, has 


Ys the Sagacity of one or the other of the 


Authors of theſe Performances, that has any 
Tendency towards the Eſtabliſhment of this 
favourite Doctrine, whether by defending the 
literal Senſe of the Words, on which they pre- 
tend it is grounded, or otherwiſe: Yet 1 ſhall 
by Divine Aſſiſtance, venture fairly to debate 
the Argument with them, and do not deſpair 
of fully refuting it. 

The Author of a Modeſt and True Account, 
Sc. (with whom the other agrees) ſays, ** What 
« we hold to be of Faith concerning this Point, 
« is this: That the whole Subſtance of the Bread 


« and Wine, after Conſecration, is changed into 


i the Body and Blood of Chrift, without any Al- 
« eration in the Accidents, or outward Forms.” 
p. _ He then treats the Opinions of Luther, 


Colvin, and the Church of England, with un- 


deen Ridicule. But as this is nothing to 
the Argument, and to ſpeak to it does not 
comport with my intended Brevity ; I paſs it 
by, and haſten to attend him, when he comes 
« to eftabliſh the Roman Catholic Belief ON 
& this Subject.“ 
vs, * he ſhall endeavour to prove as clear and 
5 as brief as he can, 


iſ, 


In doing which, he tells 


& 
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ts ) - 
1ft, That the Words of Scripture, on which 
Tranſubſlantiation is grounded, are to be under- 


flood in a literal Senſe, 


2dly, That ſuch a Senſe does neceſſarily infer 
Tranſubſtantiation : And, 
z3dly, That from the Beginning all the Ortho- 
dox Chriſtians in the World were of that Belief. 
If he can maintain the literal Senſe of the 
Words on which Tranſubſtantiation is ground- 
ed, I ſhall readily allow, that they, then, ne- 
ceſſarily infer Tranſubſtantiation: But if the 


figurative Senſe of the Words appears to be 


the true one, every rational and unprejudiced 
Man, ſurely, will conclude, that they % not 
infer it, and that the Doctrine of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation is Falſe, even although all thoſe, our Au- 
thor calls Orthodox Chriſtians, were of that Be- 
lief. For I dare be confident, that no Man 
ever profeſſed to believe that Doctrine, who did 
not take thoſe Words on which he fancied it is 
grounded, in their /fera/ Senſe. 
This Author enters upon his Work thus: 
p- 112. The Words on which Tranſubſtan- 
ce tiation is grounded are theſe. This is my 
« Body, which is given for you. Luke xxii. 
e 19. Now that theſe Words,” ſays he, © are 
« to be taken in a literal Senſe, nothing can 
te be more plain, both from Chriſt's Promiſe 
ce of giving his Body, as we read St. John vi. 
« from St. Paul's Senſe of the Words, in his 
te Epiſtle to the Corinthians; and from the very 
B 2 Senſe 
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be ſhall live for ever: And the Bread that 7 
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te Senſe the Words themſelves muſt neceſſatily 
© bear. From Chriſt's Words,” adds he, 
« am the living Bread which came down 
& from Heaven: If any Man eat of this Bread, 


t will give is my Fleſh, which I will give for 
« the Life of the World. John vi 51.” 

That our Author was too haſty here, in his 
Concluſion, will be very evident, when it is 
conſidered, that, 

Firſt, If that Promiſe is to explain the Words 
of Inſtitution, this is my Body, which is given 
for you; then the Promiſe, and thoſe Words, 
ought to be taken in ſuch a Senſe as ſhall make 
them both ſpeak one and the ſame Language, 
whether that Senſe be /zteral, or figurative. 

Now we learn from the Evangeliſt, that 
when our Saviour inſtituted the Euchariſt, or 
Lord's Supper, he took Bread, and gave Thanks, 
and brake it, and gave it to his Diſciples, ſay- 0 
ing, This is my Bedy which is given for you, E; 
Luke xxii. 19. Now theſe Words, This is my 3 
Body which is given for you, our Author ſays, 1 
are to be taken in a Iiteral Senſe; and then, 
every Body knows the Catholic Conſequence 
is, that the Bread is converted, or tranſubſtan- 
tiated into the real Body of Jeſus Chriſt. But 
does the Promiſe, which our Author ſays, makes 
this Senſe of the Words of the Inſtitution plain, 
taken literally, teach the ſame Doctrine? Nay ; 
it is ſo far from it, that it teaches juſt zhe 
Reverſe of tt. For, n to the Letter of 

the 


ES. ) | 
the Promiſe, Chriſt's Fleſh muſt be turned into 
Bread ; for thus it runs: The Bread that I will 
give you is my Fleſh. The Promiſe here lite- 
rally taken, is, that in fome future Time our 
Saviour would give his Diſciples Bread, If it 
were aſked, what Sort of Bread will it be? or 
whereof will it be made? The Anſwer is, the 
Fleſh of Chriſt, The Bread, ſays our Saviour, 
that I will (hereafter) give you, is (now) my 
Fleſh. We plainly ſee then, that the literal 
Senle of the Promiſe, and of the Words of In- 
flitution, is a direct Contradiction; for the Pro- 
miſe, taken in a literal Senſe, ſays Chriſt's Fleſh 
ſhall be turned into Bread ; but the Words of 
the Inſtitution underſtood literally, tell us, that 
the Bread is changed into Fleſh; ſo that our 
Author was quite miſtaken, when he aſſerted, 
that nothing can be more plain than that from 
Chriſt's Promiſe, theſe Words, this is my Body, 
which is given for you, are to be taken in a 
literal Senſe, 

Let us, on the other Hand, ſee whether the 
Words of the Promiſe, and thoſe of the Jn/?;- 
tulion will be reconciled, it both are taken in a 
figurative Senſe. We will ſuppoſe, then, that 
when our Saviour ſaid, the Bread that I will 
give you 1s my Fleſh, which I will give for the 
Life of the World: He intended to tell his Diſ- 
Ciples, (as he certainly did) that he was ſhortly 
to ſuffer for the Sins of Men ; and that the 
ſpiritual Life of a true Believer would be main- 
tained, by feeding by Faith on him, as their dy- 
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ing Redeemer, as the animal Life is by eating 
Bread and Fleſh: Or that the Soul of a true 
Chriſtian is ſtrengthened for, and encouraged 
in his ſpiritual Work, and Warfare, by a be- 
lieving Application of the Purchaſe of Chriſt's 
Death, as the Body is refreſhed and ſtrengthen- 
ed in the Services it is called to, by feeding on 
its proper Food. Now if this is the true Senſe 
of our Saviour here, (as I think no Body will 
deny, and will, by and by, be more fully made 
appear) we may then very well ſuppoſe him, in 
. the Words of the Inſtitution to mean, this (Bread) 
4 is my Body (in a Figure) and J appoint this re- 
Fi, ligious Rite, that, when you ſolemnize it, you 
"i may remember me, as your dying Redeemer ; 
* and, by Faith, may partake of the Benefits, 
5 which I, by my Death, purchaſed for all true 
1 Believers: And thus underſtood, the Words of 
„ the Promiſe and of the Inſtitution are very con- 
1 tent, which in their literal Senſes are a flat 
Contradithion, 

Secondly, The Diſcourſe of our Saviour that 
contains the Promiſe, (and conſequently the 
Promiſe itſelf) cannot be taken literally, if the 
literal Senſe were to our Author's Purpoſe ; for 
fo taken, it will be inconſiſtent with itſelf; for 
there we find him ſpeaking of himſelf, ſome- 
1 times as Bread, and ſometimes as Fleſh. 

„ He ſpeaks of himſelf as Bread, Ver, 33. The 
wy Pread of God is he which cometh down from 
my Heaven. — Ver. 35. I am the Bread of Life, 
"if So Ver. 43, — And then Ver. 50. This is the 

| Bread 


1 
Bread that cometh daun from Heaven.— Ver. 51. 
Jam the Bread that cometh down from Heaven. 
Then 

He ſpeaks of himſelf as Fleſh : Ver. 53. Ex- 
cept ye eat the Fleſb of the Son of Man. — Ver. 
54. Whoſo eateth my Fleſh. — Ver. 55. My Fleſh 
is Meat indeed. _ Ver. 56. He that eateth 
my Fleſh—, 

Now Bread and Fleſh are not literally one 
and the fame Thing; therefore if our Saviour's 
Diſcourſe here were to be underſtood in a literal 
Senſe, it would be full of manifeſt Contradicti- 
ons: It muſt therefore, neceſſarily, be taken 
figuratively; and then both Bread and Fleſh, 
being proper Food for Man, either of them 
may very fitly repreſent, figure, or ſignify Chriſt 
crucified as the ſpiritual Food of a Believer 
eaten by Faith; and in treating on that Subject 
may indifferently be uſed for that Purpoſe. And 
that by eating Bread, and eating his Fleſh, our 
Saviour meant believing on him, is the true In- 
terpretation of this Diſcourſe of his, may rea- 
ſonably be ſuppoſed from hence, vig., that the 
ſame comprehenſive Bleſſing of efernal Life, 
which is annexed to eating that B nd which 
came avon from Heaven, Ver. 51, and 53. — 
and to eating Chriſt's Fleſh, and drinking bis 
Blood, Ver. 54.—is alſo annexed to n, on 
bim, Ver. 40. And this is the Will of bim that 
ſent me, ſays our Saviour, that every one that 
feeth the Son, and believeth on bim, may have 
everlaſiing Lise. And Ver. 47. Verily, verily, I 
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ſay unto you, he that believeth on me hath ever- 


laſting Life. 


Thirdly, The literal Interpretation is diſcoun- 
tenanced by what our Saviour ſaid to thoſe who 
murmured at his Diſcourſe. Ver. 63. I is the 
Spirit that quickeneth, the Fleſh prefiteth nothing ; 


the Words that I ſpeak unto you, they are Spirit, 


and they are Life. Which, to me, is as if he 
had ſaid, © You quite miſtake my Meaning, if 
& you think I meant, that my real Fleſh is ta 
& be eaten, fur I meant no ſuch Thing: To 


eat my Fleſh would be no Advantage: My 


„Words have a fpirituil Meaning: It is he 
ce who feeds on me by Faith that rightly un- 
c derſtands me, and will receive real Benefit 
& from what I have been ſaying.” But, ſays 
our Saviour, there are ſome of you that believe 
not. You do not take my- Diſcourſe in a ſpiri- 
tual Senſe as I meant it, and therefore are of- 
fended at it. And theſe, we may ſuppoſe, are 


the many that went back, and waiked no more 


with him, Ver. 66. 

Fourthly, If this Diſcourſe was to be un- 
derſtood in a literal Senſe, it would be a great 
Encouragement to wicked Men to go on in an 
evii Courſe of Life, and yet think themſelves 
intitled to the higheſt Privileges of Saints: For 
our Saviour here ſays, IWhoſs eateth my Fleſh, 
end drinketh my Blood bath everlaſting Life, and 
J will raiſe him up at the laſt Day, Ver. 54. 
And in Ver, 56. He that eateth my Fieſb, and 
grinketh my Blood, dwelleth ia me, and I in 

bim, 
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kim, Now to dwell in Chriſt, and Chriſt to 
dwell in him, and to have everlaſting Life, are 
the higheſt Privileges that the beſt Chriſtian is 
capable of enjoying; and yet if eating the Fleſh, 
and drinking the Blood of Chrift, to which theſe 
Privileges are annexed, are to be underſtood ia 
the groſs Senſe of Catholics ; the worſt of Men, 
who are deſtitute of true Faith and Repent- 
ance, may, in Zheir Senſe, eat the Fleſh, and 
diink the Blood, of the Son of God, as well 
as the beſt, and fo expect the ſame Bleſſedneſs 
with them. But, if we underſtand, by eating 
Chriſt's Fleſh, and drinking his Blood, our be- 
lieving in him, with a truly divine Faith, that 
will ſhew itſelf in a delightful Obedience to bis 
divine Precepts, a ſuitable Imitation of his moſt - 
excellent Example, and an humble Reliance on 
him for Pardon and Satvation : I ſay, if we 
underſtand it in this Senſe, Men who perſevere 
in a Courſe of Wickedneſs, can have no En- 
couragement to hope that they have any Share 
in the Privileges of true Believers, even though 
they do partake of the Elements in the Lord's 
Supper, becauſe they muſt know, that whilſt 
they are determined to go on in a Courſe of 
Sin, they are deſtitute of that Faith, that is 
meant by eating Chriſt's Fleſh and drinking his 
Blood. 

But this “ (the literal Senſe of theſe Words, 
„this is my Body, which is given for you) is 
* no leſs manifeſt (ſays our Author) from St, 
8 Pauls Senſe of the ſaid Words. The Cup 

3 "Wo 
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* of Bleſſing which we bleſs, is it not the 
« Communion of the Blood of Chriſt? The 
© Bread which we break, is it not the Com- 


* munion of the Body of Chriſt ? 1 Cor. x. 16. 


«© Now what is it (ſays he) to communicate or 
* partake of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ? 
* Surely (he goes on) it is to eat and drink of 
5 his Body and Blood, as to communicate and 
& partake of Bread and Wine, is to cat of the 
“ Bread, and drink of the Wine.” p. 114. 
To this it may be ſufficient to ſay, at pre- 
ſent, that this Text cannot explain the Words 


of the Inſtitution; but the Words of the Inſti- 
tution muſt explain this Text; fo that if our 


Saviour meant by the Bread and Cup, this is 
my Body and Blood in a Figure; then the A- 
poſtle muſt be ſuppoſed to ask, Is not this Cup, 
and is not this Bread, figuratively, the Commu- 
nion of the Blood and Body of Chriſt? And 
that our Saviour did ſo mean, I doubt not, by 
and by, I ſhall make clearly appear. 

«© Again, (fays our Author, to prove his Point 
from St. Paul) wherefore, whoſoever ſhall 
„eat this Bread and drink this Cup of the 
* Lord unworthily, ſhall be guilty of the Bo- 
e dy and Blood of the Lord. But let a 
« Man examine himſelf, and ſo let him eat 
© of that Bread, and drink of that Cup; for 
ehe that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eat- 
„eth and drinketh Damnation to himſelf, not 
« diſcerning the Lord's Body,” Chap. ii. 27, 
28, 29. (p- 114.) © No Man (ſays he) can be 


“ guilty 
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611) 
de guilty of the Blood of another, unleſs he 
44 ſpills his Blood, or takes away his Life; but 
« St, Paul here affirms, that whoſoever ſhall 
« eat this Bread, or drink this Cup of the 
« Lord unworthily, ſhall be guilty of the Body 


and Blood of the Lord; and ſhall beſides eat 
e and drink Damnation to himſelf, Conſe- 
* quently he (St. Paul) believed, and was per- 
« ſuaded, that the ſacred Bread and Cup were 
<« the real Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt.” p. 116. 
It is a great Misfortune to the World, that 
our Author, before he publiſhed his Book, did 
not recollect what St. Paul ſays, Rom. vi. 9. 
Chriſt being © raiſed from the Dead, dieth ng 
more, Death hath no more Dominion over bim; 
that he might have ſhewn us how to reconcile 
this Paſſage with that to the Corinthians ; lo- 
ſcever ſhall eat this Bread, and drink this Cup 
of the Lord unworthily, ſhall be guilty of the 
Body and Blood of the Lord; if it is thus to be 
underſtood, v/2. that the unworthy Receiver 
actually ſpills his Blood, or takes away his Life : 
And the Misfortune is the greater, becauſe the 
reconciling thoſe Paſſages (taking that to the 
Corinthians in our Author's Senſe) is not a Task 
for a Pupil, or a common Scribbler, but is a Work 
that requires the Labour of ſo great a Maſter 
as himſelf: And if the World is deprived of ſo 
valuable a Life, I deſpair of ever ſceing the 
Work performed ; for I dare be confident, that 
there never was a Man, befides bimſelf, Who 
thought himſelf equal to ſuch an Undertaking, 


For 
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For my Part, T own, I cannot conceive how 
Chriſt's Blood can be ſpilt, or his Life taken 
away, in a Iiſeral Senſe, if after being raiſed 
from the dead he was 7o die no more. —For I 
cannot apprehend, that a Man's Blood may be 
ſpilt, and his Life taken away, and yet the 
Man remain alive. 

If the Author had not been pretty ſure, that 
the greateſt Part of his Readers were already 
perivaded to lay aſide the Uſe of their Reaſon 
in religious Matters, (though about thoſe 
Things it ought chiefly to be employed) and 
ſo were prepared to receive his Dictates without 
Examination, I cannot think he would have 
ventured to publiſh ſo weak an Argument; 
for who could expect that one Man of common 
Senſe, and who thinks about it, will believe 
that Jeſus Chrift will ſuffer his Blind to be Jpilt, 
or his Life to be taken away by every wicked 
Man that ſhall reccive the Lord's Supper? Yet 
this his Argument ſuppoſes ; for, from St. Paul's 
ſaying, whoſoever ſhall eat this Bread, and 
drink this Cup of the Lord unworthily, ſhall 
be guilty of the Body and Blood of the Lord, 
he concludes, that St. Paul believed that the 
facred Bread and Cup were the true and real 
Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, for this Reaſon, 
dig. becauſe no Man can be guilty of the Blood 
of another, unleſs he ſpills his Blood, or takes 

away his Life. How ſhocking this! He that 
can believe that Jeſus Chriſt has put it into the 
Power of wicked People to ſpill his Blood or 

take 
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take away his Life, by communicating at his 
Table, is prepared to believe any Abſurdity; 
and I ſhould not wonder if he ſhould tell me, 
he would believe a Gnat to be an Elephant, if 
the Prieſt ſhould affirm it. 

But the literal Senſe of the Words of the 
Inſtitution, in our Author's opinion,“ is ſo plain 
from his (the Apoſile's) laſt Words.” (He 
that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and 
drinketh Damnation to himſelf, not diſcernin 
the Lord's Body) ** that I wonder (ſays he) that 

any Man in his Senſes can entertain the leaſt 
© Doubt concerning it. For he (the Apoſtle) 
« concludes, that the Reaſon why they eat 
e and drink Damnation to themſelves, is be- 
te cauſe they do not diſcern that that ſpiritual 
& Food which they abuſe is the Lord's Body.“ 

116. 
F There can be no Doubt, but that whoſoever 
receives the Elements in the Euchariſt, not be- 
ing duly qualified, or rightly prepared, is high- 


ly culpable. But we muſt confider, that when 


St. Paul tells the Corinthians, that the unworthy 
Receiver of the Lord's Supper does not diſcern 
the Lord's Body, he mult be ſuppoſed to mean, 


that the worthy Receiver does diſcern it, or elſe 


there is no Difference in that Reſpect between 
them, and then we muſt conclude, that the 
Body of Chriſt is in the Euchariſt in ſuch a 
Senſe as it is viſible to the worthy, but not to 
the unworthy Receiver. Now if the real, ma- 
terial Body of Chriſt were in tne Sacrament, it 

would 
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| (14) 
would be the Object of our Senſes, and ſo e- 
qually diſcernable by the unworthy and worthy 
Receiver. The Apoſtle therefore muſt ſuppoſe 
our Saviour to be preſent in a Senſe in which 
he is the Object of Faith, and diſcernable only 
by the true Believer, who is the worthy Receiver, 


and can look through the Sign to the Thing 


ſignified, which the Unbeliever, who is the 
unworthy Receiver, cannot do; and which is 
the true ſacramental Way of diſcerning an Ob- 
ject. 
g Our Author himſelf allows here, that the 
Food that is abuſed by the unworthy Receiver 
of the Lord's Supper is ſpiritual Food, Now 
fpiritual Food can be reliſhed and diſcerned on- 
ly ſpiritually ; that is, by Faith, which is the 
Evidence of Things not ſeen by the Eye of 
Senſe, Heb. xi. 1. And this is the very Senſe 
for which we Proteſtants contend, in which the 
Body of Chriſt is to be received in the Lord's 
Supper. We ſay, that our Saviour, when he 
inſtituted that Ordinance, appointed that Bread 
and Wine ſhould be therein received, in Re- 
membrance of him as dying on the Croſs for 
all thoſe who ſhould repent of their Sins, be- 
lieve in him, and obey him: And that when 
ſuch eat and drink thoſe Elements, their Faith 
looks beyond thoſe Memorials, and Repreſen- 
tations, and vicws Chriſt, in his Agonies upon 
the Crols, ſuffering for their Sins: And thence 
they derive ſpiritual Strength and Nouriſhment, 
and are quickened and animated to engage in 
the 


(15) 

the ſpiritual Warfare againſt the World, the 
Fleſh, and the Devil; and from him they re- 
ceive all needful Grace, and Strength, to en- 
able them to maintain the Combat againſt thoſe 
their Enemies, and to make them victorious 
over them. Now I appeal to the Experience 
of any Roman Catholic, that ever has commu- 
nicated in the Lord's Supper, not excepting the 
Author himſelf, if alive, whether he ever diſ- 
cerned the Lord's Body in the Sacrament in 
any other Senſe, than as the receiving the Ele- 
ments led him to think of and remember Chriſt 
crucified, 

If it ſhould be ſaid, the Accidents being the 
Objects of our Senſes, if they were preſent in 
the Euchariſt, they would indeed be alike diſ- 
cernable by the Believer and Unbeliever; but 
it is only the Suhſtance of our Lord's Body that 
is there, and that can be diſcerned only by the 
Believer. I would reply: 

Without inſiſting, now, on the Abſurdity of 
ſuppoſing, that the Subſtance of a Body ſubſiſts 
without its proper Accidents (ſce p. 43, 56, 57.) 
I ſhall obſerve, that the Senſe in which our 
Saviour is preſent in the Euchariſt, muſt be 
gathered from his own Words; and certain! 
thoſe who contend for the literal Senſe of thoſe 
Words muſt allow, that the Body of our Sa- 


viour muſt be preſent in the ſame Condition it 


was in when he ſaid, this is my Body, (or elſe 
they do not underſtand the Words literally) ſo 
that as his Body then conſiſted of Accidents and 

Sub- 
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SubNlance, both muſt be preſent in the ſaeras 
mental Supper, if his Body is there, and, con- 
ſequently, it muſt be diſcernable by every Com- 
municant's Eye, Therefore, ſince the Apoſtle 
ſuppoſes our Saviour's Body to be in the Eu- 
chariſt, ſo as the worthy Receiver does, and the 
unworthy Receiver does not diſcern it, it plainly 
follows, that his real, material Body is not 
there. | 

Since our Author builds ſo much on the Ac- 
count which St. Paul gave to the Corinthians 
of the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt, I ſhall, be- 
fore I leave the Conſideration of it, make a like 
Remark on his Diſcourſe in general, on that 


Subject, to that on our Saviour's Diſcourſe on 


Jobn vi. and that is, that he calls the Elements 
in the Lord's Supper, ſometimes the Body and 


Blood of Chriſt, and ſometimes Bread and the 


Cup. Now as Bread and the Cup, /terally ta- 
ken, are not the ſame Things with the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt in a literal Senſe, it plain- 
ly follows, that there muſt be a Figure in the 
Apoſtle's Diſcourſe, becauſe. both the Expreſſi- 
ons cannot be true, if underſtood literally 
and therefore Proteitants ſay, that when he 
mentions the Body and Blood of Chriſt as eaten 
and drank, he means Chriſt's Body and Blood 


as eaten and drank in their Figures, viz. Bread 


and Wine. But this Catholics deny. The Quel- 
tion then is, whether of the two Opinions is 
the right ? I anſwer, that Opinion mult be the 
right, "If That accommodates the Diſcourſe » 

the 
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the Nature of a Sacrament; which, evidently, as 
both Parties agree, is the Subject of it, And, 
2dly, That preſerves it moſt free from Abſurdities. 
Firſt, That Opinion, concerning the Mean- 
ing of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, in the 
Apoſtle's Diſcourſe is right, which beſt accom- 
modates it to the Nature of a Sacrament. But, 
what is a Sacrament? Anſwer: A Sacrament is 
a religious Rite of divine Inſtitution, in which 
by a viſible Sign an inviſible Good is repreſented. 
And that the Apoſtle here treats of a Sacrament 
in this Senſe, is what, I believe, the Generality 
of Chriſtians agree in. But then, what is the 
inviſible Good here fignified ? and what is the 
viſible Sign? Anſwer, The inviſible Good ſigni- 
fied, is Chriſt crucified. The wifible Sign is 
Bread and the Cup. For when our Saviour 
gave the Bread to be eaten, and the Cup to be 
drank, he ſaid, Do this in Remembrance of me, 
1 Cor. xi. 24, 25. And St, Paul ſays, Ver. 26. 
As oft as ye eat this Bread, and arink this Cup, 
ye do ſhew the Lord's Death till be come. No- 
thing then can be plainer than this, that this 
Sacrament was inſtituted as a Memorial of Chriſt 
crucified. But by what are we therein to re- 
member our crucified Saviour? Anſwer, By 
cating the Bread, and drinking the Cup. The 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, ſays the Apoſtle, the ſame 
Night in which he was betrayed, took Bread, 
and when he had given Thanks, he brake it, and 
faid, Take, eat, this is my Body which is broken 
for you ; this do (that is, take and cat this Bread) 
C in 
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in Remembrance of me. After the ſame Man- 
ner, alſo, he took the Cup when he bad ſupped, 
ſaying, This Cup is the New Teſtament, in my 
Blood ; this do, as oft as ye drink it, in Re- 
membrance of me. For as often as ye eat this 
Bread, and drink this Cup, ye do ſhew the Lord's 
Death till he come, Moſt evidently then, the 
Bread and the Cup are the Memorials, by which 
our ſuffering and dying Saviour, according to 
his own Inſtitution, is to be remembered, or the 
Signs of Repreſentations by which he is to be 
ſgnified or repreſented, Now can the Memorial 
and the Thing to be remembered be the ſame? 
Can the Repreſentation and that which is to be 
repreſented, be both one Thing ? Or can a Thing 
be fienified by itfjeif? Yet ſuch an Abſurdity 
muſt be maintained to ſupport the literal Senſe 
of the Inſtitution of the ſacramental Supper, 
and ſo of Tranſubſtantiation, For if the Bread 
and Cup, by which the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt are to be remembered, are converted into 
Chriſt's real Body and Blood in the Euchariſt, 
then his Body and Blood are remembered, ſig- 
nifed, and repreſented by his Body and Blood, 
An Abſurdity with a Witneſs, 

Chriſt, by calling the Bread and the Cup his 
Body and Blood, no more proves that they are 
his real Body and Blood, than his calling him- 
ſelf a Door, a Way, a Shepherd, and a 7rue 
Vine, proves that he is really all theſe; or 
(which is full to the Purpoſe, as it is a Sacra- 
ment) his calling the pc * Lamb the Paſſover, 

proves 
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proves him to be the real Act of God's paſſing 
over the Houſes of the Tſraelites, when he de- 
ſtroyed all the Firſt- born of the Egyptians. 
(Lev. xii.) 

Both our Saviour, and bis Diſciples, called 
the Lamb the Paſſover, juſt before the Inſtitu- 
tion of the Lord's Supper, at the Inſtitution of 
which. he called the Bread and Cup his Body 
and Blood. We read, Mark xiv. 12. the firſt 
Day of unleavened Bread, when they killed 
the Paſſover, his Diſciples ad unto him, where 
wilt thou that we go and prepare, that thou 
mayſt eat the. Paſſover ? and Luke xxii. 8. he 
ſent Peter and John, ſaying, Go and prepare 
for us the Paſſover, that we "may eat. Ver, II. 
Where is the Gueſt- chamber, where I ſhall eat 
the Paſſover with my Diſciples. Ver. 13. And 
they made ready the Paſſover. Ver. 15. "With 
Defire have I defired to eat this Paſſover with 
you, before I ſuffer, What was it here that 
was to be prepared, killed, and eaten? Was it 
not the Lamb, which, in that Solemnity, was 
the Memorial of God's paſſing over the Houſes 
of the T/rael:ites, when he ſmote the Firſt-born 
of the Egyptians? Yet we fee, that both Chriſt 
and his Diſciples called it the Paſſover, that is, 
they called the Memorial by the Name of the 
Ting that it was inſtituted in Remembrance of. Is 
there any Thing ſtrange then, or abſurd in ſup- 
poſing, that immediately upon the Celebration 
of that Jewiſ Sacrament, in Reſpect to which, 
both our Saviour and his Diſciples had given 
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the Name of the Thing to be remembered, to the 
Thing it was to be remembered by? Is there, I 
ſay, any Thing ſtrange, or abſurd, in ſuppoſing 
that our Saviour did the /zke in inſtituting the 
Euchariſt? that is, that he called Bread and the 
Cup, his Body and Blood, as he had called the 
Lamb, the Paſſover; or in ſuppoſing, that his 
Diſciples underſtood him in that Senſe ; eſpe- 
cially when it is conſidered too, that by taking 
the Words in their literal Senſe, we (as has been 
obſerved already) make the Memorial, and that 
which is to be remembered, all one Thing ; 
which would deſtroy the very Nature of a Sa- 
crament, which was then inſtituting, and which 
is, as I ſaid, a viſible Sign of an inviſible Good; 
and is here the Body and Blood of Cbriſt, re- 
preſented by Bread and the Cup. 

By this Time, I preſume, it appears plainly, 
that in order to accommodate St. Paul's Diſ- 
courſe to the Nature of a Sacrament, it is ne- 
ceſſary that we underſtand him, when he ſpeaks 
of cating and drinking the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt, as ſpeaking figuratively ; and moreover, 
that it 1s rational to think, that our Saviour 
himſelf fo meant, and that * Diſciples under- 
ſtood him in that Senſe, ſince both were wont 
to ſpeak figuratively concerning the Old Teſta- 
ment Sacrament, tbe Paſſover, 

Let us now enquire, 

Secondly, Whether the [:teral or figurative 
Senſe of the Apoſtle's Diſcourſe, preſerves it 
molt free from „r that ſo we may 

| the 
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the better judge of his Meaning. Now againft 
the figurative Senſe I know of no Objection 
but this, viz. If our Saviour, when he ſaid, 
This is my Body, and this is my Blood, did not 
mean, this is my real Body, and this is my real 
Blood, be did not mean as he ſpake, To this I 
reply : 

The Meaning of a Perſon's Words and 
Phraſes are to be known beſt by the Occaſion 
on which they are ſpoken, and his uſual Way and 
Manner of ſpeaking. Now it is agreed, that 
the Occaſion of thoſe Words of our Saviour 
Was the Inſtitution of a Sacrament ; and from 
what J have juſt now ſaid, it is plain, that to 
accommodate them to a Sacrament, we mult 
underſtand them figuratively. And as to bis 
uſual Way and Manner of ſpeaking, it is well 
known that he frequently ſpoke in Metapbors ; 
ſo he calls himſelf 2 Way, a Decor, a Shepherd, 
and a true Vine: He calls his Father a Huſ- 
bandman, and his Diſciples Sheep, and Branches 
of a Vine; yet no Body, I believe, ever thought 
that Chriſt was /terally, a real Way, Door, 
Shepherd, or Vine; or that his Father was, in 
that Senſe, a Huſbandman, or that his Diſci- 
ples were .real Sheep, or Branches of a Vane. 
Nor do I think, that ever any modeſt, or good 
Man, imagined that our Saviour did not mean 
as he ſpake, when he ſaid theſe Things; but I 
conceive that every Body muſt underſtand him 
to mean, that a Way, a Door, a Shepherd, and 
6 * are proper Ig of hirnſelf; 
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that an Huſbandman is ſo of his Father; and 
that Sheep, and Branches of a Vine fitly repre- 
fent his Diſciples. In ſhort, when our Savi- 
our's Words cannot be underſtood in a {iteral 
Senſe, without implying an Abſurdity, and yet 
may be taken fizuratzvely without that Incon- 

veniency, we ſafely may, and doubtleſs ought 
to conclude, that the figurative is the true 
Senſe. 555 

That there are many, very many Abſurdities, 
as groſs as well can be imagined, following from 
the literal Senſe of our Saviour's Words, this is my 
Body which is broken for you, is as evident as the 
Light at Noon. Briefly to mention a few In- 
ſtances, will be ſufficient to ſhew, that the Au- 
thor of A Mcdeſt and True Account, &c. was 
too raſh in undertaking to prove, that thoſe 
Words are to be taken in a literal Senſe : For, 
if we /o underſtand them, and conſequently be- 
lieve the Doctrine of the real Preſence, or Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, we mult ſuppoſe, 

Firſt, That the Bread which our Saviour 
took, and bleſſed, and brake, was, by Conſe- 
cration, turned into that very Body of which 
the Hands that took and brake it were Mem- 
bers. | 
Secondly, That the Diſciples did eat that 
very Body, which during the Time of their eat- 
ing it, and after they had eaten it, they ſaw 
fitting at the Table with them, We muſt 
ſuppole, 

| Thirdly, 
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_- Thirdly, That the Fwelve Diſciples did each 
of them eat an intire human Body; and yet 
that all of them had eat but one Body. 

Fourthly, That it is real Fleſb which we eat 
at the Lord's Table, notwithſtanding we ſee, 
feel, and taſte that it is only Bread, 

Fiſchly, That the Mouth of a Communicant, 
which js but a few Inches in Dimenſion, con- 
tains, af once, an intire human Body, probably 
larger (very often) than the whole Body to 
which the Mouth that contains it does belong, 

Sixthly, That the Body of Chriſt, which is 
but one, and in Heaven, is eaten on Earth by 
Millions of People; and that each one eats his 
whole Body here beiow, and yet at the fame 
Time it is in Heaven uneaten. | 

From theſe Inſtances (without adding more 
at preſent) it is manifeſt to all impartial Men, 
that the moſt monſtrous Abſurdities follow 
from the Words in View taken in their /iteral 
Senſe. Then as no ſuch Inconveniency attends 
the figurative Meaning, I ſhall, without Scruple, 
conclude, that our Saviour, when he ſaid, This 
is my Body which is given for you, meant, this 
Bread is a Memorial of my Body, which is 70 
be crucified for you. But, 

Againſt every Thing that we urge of this Kind, 
our Adverſaries oppote this, vi. that the Doc- 
trine of Tranſubſtantiation is a My/tery of Faith, 
ſo infinuating, that it being Matter of Divine 


Revelation, though it cannot be comprebended by 
C 4 human 
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buman Underſtanding, it muſt be believed upon 
Divine Authority. To this I anſwer: 

It is allowed, that there are ſume Myſteries 
of Faith, that is, ſome Things revealed, which 
human Underſtanding cannot. ſo comprebend, as 
to form clear and di/linf&# Ideas about them; to 
which, ' nevertheleſs, we are to give ſome gene- 
ral Aſſeut. But it will, by no Means follow 
from thence, that Men who call themſelves 
Teachers of the People, and Guides of the 
Church, may invent the moſt monſtrous and ab- 
furd Doctrines, and teach them as Divine He— 
rities, and, when they cannot defend them, 
pretend they are Myſteries of Faith taught in 
the Scriptures; and ſo paſs them upon the 
World under that Notion. 

Before a myſterious Doctrine is eſtabliſhed on 
the Iiteral Senſe of a Text, it ought to be con- 
ſidered, whether the Text 1s intelligible in a 
figurative Senſe ; and if it is intelligible in a fi- 
gurative Senſe, but not ſo in a literal, we ought 

to ſuppoſe, that the Author intended to be un- 
der ſtood in a figurative Senſe, and, eſpecially, 
it he has been uſed to ſpeak in that Senſe. 
Now that this is the Caſe in the Inſtance be— 
fore us, I mean, that our Saviour's Words are 
intelligible in a figurative, but not in a literal 
Senſe, and that our Saviour was wont to ſpeak 
fizuratively, is very evident, It was uſual with 
our Saviour, not only to ſpeak figuratively, but 
to ſpeak fo of Hine, which is plain from what 
has been already oblerved, viz. that he calls 
himſelf 
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himſelf a Way, a Door, a Shepherd, and a 
Vine: and then if we underſtand theſe Words, 
Take, eat, this 1s my Body in that figurative 
Senſe, the Meaning is plam, and exactly agree- 
able to the Occaſion of them, which was the 
Inſtitution of a Sacrament, and is as if our Sa- 
viour had ſaid, Take, eat, this Bread is a Me- 
morial of my crucified Body. Whereas, if the 
Words are underſtood /:terally, they teach a 
Doctrine big with Abſurdities, as monſtrous, I 
think, as ever were deviſed, whereof I have juſt 
now given a Specimen. And this myſterious 
Argument (if it deſerves the Name of an Ar- 
gument) will, as far as I can ſee, as well prove, 
that Chriſt is a real Way, Door, and Vine, as 
it will prove his real Preſence in the Euchariſt. 
For, if it ſhould be asked, how is it poſſible 
that Chriſt, who is a Man, can, in a literal Senſe, 
be a Door, a Way, or a Vine? The Anſwer 
is ready, If isa Myſtery of Faith: He hath ſaid 
it, and he cannot ſay that which is not true, 
nor muſt we limit his Power; therefore we 
muſt believe that he is a Way, a Door, and a 
Vine, in the common and uſual Senje of thoſe 
Words, Now if ſuch Reaſoning is inſufficient 
to prove that Chriſt is a real Door, Way, and 
Vine. Why ſhould it be thought ſufficient 
to prove his real Preſence in the Sacrament of 

the Lord's Supper? Beſides, 
take a Myſtery of Faith to be a Doctrine 
that is unintelligible, as it is above the Reach of 
human Underſtanding, without contradicting 
both 
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both Senſe and Reaſon, as the Doctrine of Tan- 
b/tantiation manifeſtly does. For, according 
to that Doctrine, our Saviour broke that very 
individual Boay which the Company faw fitting. 
«whole before them. He gave himſclf, and was 
eaten by them, and yet remained at the Table, 


The twelve Diſciples eat each of them an en- 


tire human Body, yet there was but one Body 
for them all to eat, and that was not eaten, 
for our Saviour continued diſcourſing with them, 
Chriſt's Body was in the Bread, yet viſibly diſ- 
finf from it; and that Body which the Hea- 
vens have received until the Times of the Reſti- 
tution of all Things, (A&s iii. 21.) is every 
Day eaten upon Earth. Now every diſinter- 
eſted Perſon muſt allow, that theſe are moſt 
notorious Contradictions, and therefore the Doc- 
trine that infers them (and many more ſuch) can 
never be admitted to be a Myſtery of Faith, 
but downright Nonſenſe. But 

Our Author goes on (p. 116.) © This (the 
literal Senſe of the Words before us) is yet 
* more plain from the Senſe which the Words 
* of the Inſtitution muſt neceſſarily bear. 
„ This is my Body which is given for you, 
& Luke xxli. 19.—The firſt Part of the Phraſe, 
&« ſays he, p. 117. This is my Body is indiffe- 
&« rent of itſelf, and may be capable of either 
« Senfe, but add the reſt to it, and the Senfe 
« is plainly determined.” He means to a li- 
teral Senle, 


La, 
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Our Saviour ſays, John xv. 1, 2. I am the true 
Vine, and my Father is the Huſbandman. Eve 
Branch in me that beareth not Fruit, he taketh 

away; and every Branch that beareth Fruit, be 
purgeth it, that 1t may bring forth more Fruit. 
Now I cannot think, but that every indifferent 
Perſon muſt allow, that there is, at leaſt, as 
much Reaſon to conclude from hence, that 
ſus Chrijt is a true Vine, as there is from the 
Words of the Inſtitution to believe, that bis real 
Body is in the Euchariſt, Yet I am perſuaded 
I ſhould never convince one Perſon of common 
Senſe, that Chri/? is @ real Vine, if I ſhould ar- 
gue after the Manner of our Author thus: If 
our Saviour had only faid, I am a Vine, this 
had been indifferent, and the Expreſſion might 
have been capable of either (a literal or a figu- 
rative) Senſe ; but when he ſays, I am the true 
Vine, (which is a ſtronger Expreſſion than the 
Words of the Inſtitution) the Senſe is deter- 
mined (that he is, in a true and proper Senſe, a 
Vine). Nor do I think my arguing would have 
any ſuch Effect, if I ſhould go on and fay, 
our Saviour not only ſays, I am the true Vine, 
but adds, my Father is the Hufbondmar. Every 
Branch in me that beareth not Fruit, be taketh 
away; and every Branch that beareth Fruit be 
purgeth, that it may bring forth more Fruit; 
and ſhould here reaſon thus: Jeſus Chiiſt muſt 
be a true Vine, how elſe could his Father, as 
a Huſbandman, take away the barren Branches 
from him, and purge the fruitful ones? Can a 


ine. 
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Vine-Dreſſer cut and dreſs a Vine, that is not a 
Fine? But any Man may fee the Weakneſs of 
this Reaſoning, and like it is that of our Au- 
thor in pretending, that when our Saviour ſays, 
This is my Body, and adds, eb!ch- is given for 
you, the latter Words datermine the former to 
a literal Senſe, For every impartial Man, who 
has any Share of Underſtanding, mutt, I think, 
own, that if our Author's Reaſoning upon 
thoſe Words, this is my Body, which is given 
for you, be applied to thoſe other Words, I 
am the true Vine, and my Father is the Huſ- 
bandman, &c. the former will no more prove 
Chriſt's real Preſence in the Euchariſt, than the 
latter will that he is a Vine; that is, not at all. 
But 
Why muſt thoſe Words, which is given for 
vou, determine the firſt Part of the Phraſe, this 
is my Body to a literal Senſe, when ße very 
Words. themſelves cannot be underſtzod in that 
Senſe : For when our Saviour ſaid, this is my 
Body, which is given for you, or (as the Apo- 
ſtle explains it) broken for you, he was not 
broken, or, at that Time, in that Senſe given: 
So that by 75 given, or broken, he meant is 70 
be, or ſhall be given or broken for you, Now 
how Words, that are themſelves figurative, can 
determine other Words ſuppoſed to be of doubt- 
ful Meaning, to a literal Senſe, is what 1 have 
not Sagacity enough to perceive. Thes----- 
Why muſt thoſe Words, this is my Body, 
be taken in a literal Senſe, becauſe it is added, 
which 
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which is given for you, and theſe Words, ths 
Cup—1s my Blood, not be taken in that Senſe, 
though it is added, which is given for many? 
There is certainly as much Reaſon for under- 
ſtanding the one as the other in a /teral Senſe, 
as will clearly appear by reaſoning on the lat- 
ter, as our Author does on the former Phraſe, 
thus: The firſt Part of the Phraſe, This Cup— 
is my Blood, is indifferent of itſelf, and may 
be capable of either (a literal or figurative) Senſe; 
but add the reſt to it, which is given for many, 
and the Senſe is plainly determined (that is, 
to a literal Senſe), Is not this Reaſoning of as 
much Force for the laſt, as for the firſt Part of 
the Inſtitution ? There can be no Doubt of it ; 
for the Words are alike plain and expreſs for 
both Parts of it. The Church of Rome then, 
who takes the Word Body in @ literal Senſe, 
and the Word Cup in à figurative, mult neceſ- 
ſarily be wrong, let what will be the true Senſe ; 
for they muſt both be underſtood in one and 
the fame Senſe. If I were to take the Liberty 
of gueſſing at the Reaſon, why the Church of 
Rome does not underſtand the Word Cup 1a the 
iiteral Senſe, I would ſuppoſe, that amongſt 
the many Abſurdities that follow from fat 
Senſe, this one is fo evident, that it would be 
impoſſible to conceal it, vg. that after the Cup 
ſhould be ſuppoſed to be changed into the 
Blood of Chriit, and drank by the Piieft, it 
would viſibly remain a Cup, which the People 
ſeeing, the Cheat would be diſcovered ; and 
| then 
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then the Contrivers of this monſtrous Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation could eafily foreſee, that 
it would be impoſſible to perſuade the People 
to believe, that the Cup was changed into the 
real Blood of our Redeemer, and that the Prieſt 
had drank it, when every one's Eyes would be 
his Witneſs that it was not ſo: And therefore 
thoſe Contrivers might think it leſs dangerous 
to their Cauſe to eſpouſe an inconſiſtent Mean- 
ing of the ſeveral Parts of the Words of Inſti- 
tation, and take one in a figurative, and the 
other in a literal Senſe, as they might believe it 
more eaſy to impoſe upon the Underſtanding, 
than upon the Senſes of the People, when they 
would have the Obje& before their Eyes. Cer- 
tainly then, if /e feral Senſe of theſe Words, 
this Cup—1s my Blood, is to be rejected, becauſe 
an obwious Abſurdity, follows from that Senſe, 
For the very ſame Reaſon the /iteral Senſe of 
thoſe Words, thts is my Body, ſhould be reject- 
ed too. For it is moſt notorious, from the In- 
ſtances I have ſhewn, that as groſs Abſurdities 
follow from the literal Senſe of the latter, as 
of the. former Words, or, I believe, as ever 
did from the Meaning of any Words. 

I have, for the preſent, done with A Mo- 
deft and True Account, &c. and in my Way 
ſpoke to the grand Catholic Plea for Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, when the Abſurdities of it are 
ſhewn, 022. that it is a My/tery of Faith: And 
ſhall now take a View of the Reaſoning in The 


Catlelic Chriſtian inſtructed, &c. for taking the 


Words 
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Words before us in a literal Senſe. In that 
Senſe, in the Author's Opinion, they ought to 
be taken, 

Firſt, ©* Becauſe our Saviour was then all a- 
c lone with his twelve Apoſtles, his Boſom 
« Friends and Confidents, to whom he was 
* always accuſtomed to explain in clear Terms 
« whatſoever was obſcure in his Parables and 
% Diſcourſes to the People.“ p. 30. 

If we admit this, it will appear to be an 
Argument of no Force, becauſe there is no- 
thing in the Words that can reaſonably be ſup- 
poſed to be obſcure to the Diſciples, who knew 
that their Maſter was inſtituting a Sacrament, 
and had given ſufficient Evidence that they un- 
derſtood ſacramental Language in their Diſ- 
courſe with him concerning the Old Teſtzment 
Sacrament of the. Paſſover, in which both he 
and they called the Lamb the Paſſover, which, 
furely, it could not be in a literal Senſe. Be- 
fides, they knew that the very Nature of a Sa- 
crament is to repreſent ſome inviſible Grace, or 
Benefit, by a viſfble Sign, or Figure, which 
makes it neceſſary that the Words ſhould be 
taken figuratively. Moreover, when Chriſt 
pronounced theſe Words, this is my Body, they 
ſaw his Body, a Thing diftin& from the Bread 
which he gave them, and which, when they 
received it, they ſaw, felt, and taſted that it 
was Bread. Surely, when this was the Caſe, 
there could be no need that he ſhould explain 
his Meaning, which no Body could miſtake, 

except 
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except wilfully, or through the moſt notorious 


Careleſsneſs. 

Secondly. “ He was, ſays this Author, at 
* that Time making a Covenant, — enacting a 
« Law, —inſtituting a Sacrament, —and mak- 
« ing his laſt Will and Teſtament. — Now he 
© that maketh theſe, always expreſſes himſelf 
« in plain and clear Terms.“ p. 30, 31. I an- 
ſwer : | 

The Sacrament is in no other Senſe a Cove- 
nant or Teſtament, than as it is a Seal of that 
Teſtament or Covenant that is contained in the 
facred Writings ; and the Uſe of a Seal is not 
to make plain the Senſe of the Writing to which 
It is affixed, but to ratify and confirm it. In- 
deed thoſe Words, do this in Remembrance of 
me, are ſo far a Law, as that they enjoin the 
Celebration of the Lord's Supper, in that Senſe 


which our Saviour meant, but by no means ef- 


tabliſh the literal Senſe of theſe Words, this 1s my 
Body; which muſt be allowed to bear zhat Serje 
that can be beſt ſupported by the moſt „id 
Reaſons, of which it is fitting that every Man 
ſhould judge for himſelf, when the Point is 
fairly diſcuſſed; for a Man will be able to judge 
of an Argument, when it is laid before him, 


that may not be capable of finding it out, or 


will not be at the Trouble of ſearching for it. 
That our Saviour was inſtituting a Sacrament, 
in a true and proper Senſe, cannot be denied : 
But this, as has often been obſerved, makes a- 
gains the literal Senſe, becauſe it is the N — 
0 
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of a Sacrament to ſignify, or repreſent, ſome 
| Inviſible Good by a viſible Sign. And what 
can in this Ordinance be the inviſible Good but 
Jeſus Chriſt? And what the viſible Sign but 
Bread and Wine ? 

Another of our Author's Reaſons for pre- 
ferring the literal to the figurative Senſe of the 
Words under Conſideration, is the Authority of 
Holy Church. p. 32. 

When our Saviour pronounced the Words, 
we may be ſure they had a certain and 2 
Meaning, which the Diſciples very well knew, 
and which the Authority of 20 Church what- 
ſoever can alter; 10 that, that which was the 
Meaning of them then is ſo ſtill, and will ever 
be ſo, let Holy Church ſay what ſhe will, —But 
fince Men are divided in their Opinions con- 
cerning what that Meaning is, there can be no 
ether juſt and clear Way to diſcover it, but by 
the ſeveral Parties offering their Reaſons for 
their ſeveral Opinions ; and when that is done, 
every wiſe Man will embrace that Senſe that is 
ſupported by the beſt and ſtrongeſt Arguments, 
without any Regard to any Man, or Body of 
Men, whatſcever. For my Part I always ſuſ- 
pect, that whoſoever ab eſtabliſh an Opi- 
pion by mere Authority, is, at leaſt, doubtful, 
if not conſcious that he is miſtaken, having no 
better Arguments to ſupport it. He that re- 
ceives any Interpretation of Scripture, only be- 
cauſe it is che Interpretation of any certain 


Church, 
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Church, ſeems to me not to deſerve to be ef- 
tcemed a rational Creature, 

The next Argument of our Author in Proof 
of the real Preſence is, that the Authority of 
all the ancient Fathers, and the perpetual Con- 
fent of Greeks, and all the Oricntal Chriſtians 
are for it. p. 49- 

I apprehend that we are not here to take the 
Word Authority to mean Power and Right tos 
authorize, or eſtabliſh a Point of Doctrine to 
be received by the Church; it being certain our 
Author will never admit of Authority, in hat 
Senſe, to reſide any where but in what he calls 
Holy Church; and he mentions this as an Argu— 
ment diſtint from the Authority of Holy 
Church, which he mentioned juſt before: So 


| that here he can only mean, that the Opinion 
of of all the ancient Fathers, Greeks, and Orien- 
| tal Chriſtians was in Favour of the real Pre- 
1 fence. But this is denied by learned Proteſtants, 


and in particular by a late very worthy and learn- 
ed Archbiſhop of Canterbury, who in a ſmall 
Treatiſe intitled, 4 Dz/courſe againſt Tranſub- 
flantiation, printed for John Darby (and others) 
Anno 1728. gives the Teſtimonies of ſeveral 
Fathers fully againſt that Doctrine. p. 14,— 
24. It is a Work too tedious for me to tran- 
ſcribe all thoſe Teſtimonies ; yet there are ſome 
Paſſages of St. Auſtin among them, which be- 
ing ſhort and full, I ſhall copy. That learned 
Metropolitan tells us, that Auſtin, in bis Book 


againſt Adamantus a Manichee, has this Ex- 
preſſion; 


. 


preſſion; Our Lord did not doubt to ſay, this is 
my Body, when he gave the Sign of his Body. 
And in his Explication on the third Pſalm, 
ſpeaking of Judas, whom our Lord admitted 
to his laſt Supper, in which (ſays St. Auſtin) 
he commended and delivered to his Diſciples the 
Figure of his Body. And that in his Comment 
on the 98th Pſalm, ſpeaking of the Offence 
the Diſciples took at the Saying of our Saviour, 
Except ye eat the Fleſh of the Son of Man, and 
drink his Blood, &c. he brings in our Saviour 
ſpeaking thus, 2e muſt underſtand ſpiritually 
what 1 have ſaid unto you; ye are nit to eat this 
Fleſh which ye fee, and to drink that Blood which 
ſhall be ſhed by thoſe that ſhall crucify me, 1 
have commended a certain Sacrament to you, 
which being ſpiritually underſtood will give you 
Life. p. 18. I ſhall add one Paſſage more, the 
rather becauſe it is given as 42 Rule for finding 
when @ Scripture Text is to be taken in a gu- 
rative Senſe. If, ſays he, the Speech be a Pre- 
cept, forbidding ſome heincus Waickedneſs or Crime, 
or commanding us to do Good, it is not figura« 
tive; but if it ſeems to command a heinous Wicks 
edneſs or Crime, or forbid that which is profit- 
able or beneficial to others, it is figurative, For 
Example, except ye eat the Flejh of the Son of 
Nan, and drink his Blood, ye have no Life in 
wou, This, ſays he, ſcems to command a heinous 
WW ickedneſs and Crime, therefore it is a Figure, 
commanding us to communicate of the Pajjion of 
cur Lord, and with Delight and Advantage lay 

D 2 | up 


(36) 


up in our Memory that his Fieſh was crucified 
and wounded for us. This Father, it ſeems, lived 
in the fourth Age after Chriſt. "The Author 
of The Catholic Cbriſtian inſtructed, &c. muſt 
therefore be very much out, when he inſinu- 
ates, that Tranſubſtantiation was never called 
in Queſtion till about ſeven hundred Years ago. 
P- 47. Our Proteſtant Author tells us, it was 
firſt ſtarted upon Occaſion of a Diſpute about 
the Worſhip of Images ; in Oppoſition to which, 
the Syncd of Conſtantinople about the Year 750, 
did thus argue: That our Lord having left 20 
ether Image of his Body but the Sacrament, 
which the Sub/tance of the Bread is the * 
/ his Body, we ought to make no other Image 
of our Lord. In Anſwer to this Argument, 
he ſays, the ſecond Council of Nice, in the Year 
787. did declare, that the Sacrament, after 
Conſecration, is not the Image and Antitype of 
Chriſt's Body and Blood, but is properly bis Body 
and Blood. Then he remarks, that the cor po- 
real Preſence of the Body of Chriſt in the Sa- 
crament was firſt brought in to ſupport the u- 
pid Worſhip of Images ; And, indeed, adds 
he, it could never have come in on a more 
proper Occaſion, nor have been applied to a 
fiiter Purpoſe. p. 25. But whether it was 
ſtarted ſooner or later, I ſhall not diſpute. 

The Author of A Moge/t and True Account, 
Se. however, 1 ad imits, that ſome of the 
Azcients (one of them a Pope) delivered ſome 
Exprefitons that favoured the figurative Senſe 
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of the Words in Queſtion : But this he would 
perſuade us to believe, proceeded from their 
Caution © how they ſpake any Thing upon 
* the Subject which might confirm the Suſ- 
6 picion the Gentiles had conceived of them, 
& as if they eat human Fleſh in their Myſte- 
* ries, which, no Doubt, (ſays he) was occa- 
e fioned by the Information of ſome apoſtate 
„ Chriſtians, who, upon renouncing their 
« Faith, declared, that the Chriſtians uſed to 
« eat the Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, They 
© were therefore to avoid the Reproach and 
© Odium which they muſt hereupon neceſſarily 
„ jincur (the Gentiles thinking they eat this 
« Fleſh as Men do that which is fold in the 
* Shambles) very careful to conceal this Myſ- 
“ tery, and to write nothing that was to be 
© expoſed to the Infidels which ſeem to infi- 
te nuate any ſuch Doctrine.“ p. 142, 143, 
144. In this Paſſage he has, in my Appre- 
henſion, very much diſcredited the Writings 
of the Ancients. For 

What could he have done more effectually 
to expoſe the Fathers, as weak and ſtupid Men, 
than to tell the World, that they endeavoured 
to conceal from the Infidels or Gentiles (amongſt 
whom they lived, and with whom, probably, 
ſome of the Chriſtians intermarried) a Doctrine, 
which all the Advocates for it pretend to prove 
from the Writings of the Pathers, and from the 
Decrees of General Councils ; which Decrees 


muſt be ſuppoted to be publiſhed, og how ſhould 
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they be generally known by thoſe whom they 


did concern? Now if this was the Cafe, that 
is, if the Doctrine of Tranſub/tantiation, which 


implies the eating of Chriſt's Fleſh, could be 
proved from the Writings of the Fathers; and 
if it was decreed by General Councils, who, 


that is two Removes from an 1d:of, would ever 


attempt to conczal the eating the Fleſh of 
Chriſt from the Infidels, who in their Situation 
could eaſily obtain a Sight, at leaſt, of thoſe 
Writings and Decrees ? 

Nor do I think he has done them much 
Honour with regard 7o their Sincerity, An ho- 
neſt Diſputant, who is ſatisfied that he is en- 
gaged in a good Cauſe, would not, I ſhould 
think, endeavour to conceal bis Meaning, with 
reſpect to the Point in Controverſy ; but if his 
Adverſary has mrſunderſiced it, would rather 
explain it, and then defend it. This would 
look well in the Eyes of the World; whereas, 
to endeavour by Equi vocation, or mental Re- 
ſervation, to deceive his Antagoniſt, would have 
a quite different Look, and would give juſt 
Ground to load him with that Reproach and 
Odium, that by ſuch a weak and unwarrant- 
able Courſe he would avoid; and to charge 
him with Inſincerity. 

I can never b: ſieve, that any Doctrine of 
Cbriſtianity, if «cell explained, and rightly un- 
derſtond, can bring any jaſt Odium or Reproach 
upon the Cl ariſtian Religion: And if the Per- 
ve: lenels of tome Men will make ſuch an Uſe 


of 


(39) 


of any one, the. Profeflors of it are not an- 
ſwerable for that, nor will that hinder them 
from making a public Profeſſion of it, if they 
take St. Peter for their Example ; who, though 
Chrift crucified was to the Jews a Stunbling- 
block — 1 Cor. i. 24. we yet find frankly told 
them to their Faces, That God had made that 
TFeſus whom they had crucified, both Lord and 
Chriſt, Acts ii. 36. Indeed when the Meaning 
of a Chriſtian Doctrine is miſtook, an Occaſi- 
on may be taken from the Miſtake, to re- 
proach Chriſtianity ; and it is very pollible, that 
a Miſtake among the Pagans, concerning the 
Lord's Supper, might be occalioned by the 
Chriſtians, in former Ages, calling the Bread 
the Body of Chriſt (as Prote//ants often call it 
now) not imagining that eny Man could think 
them /o flupid as to believe it to be his frue and 
real Body, literally underſtood. And then it is 
very probable, that when the Tnfidels reproached 
them with eating human Fleſh, they explained 
their Meaning, by calling it the Figure, Reſcm- 
blance, Repreſentation, &c. of Chriſt's Boay. 
This Way of accounting for the different Ex- 
preſſions in the Writings of the Fathers is very 
conſiſtent with their Characters, as 20:e and g- E 
Men; whereas our Author's Way ol doing it, 
repreſents them in a quite contrary Light, "and 
makes them appear like Names too bad 
to be mentioned. 

What I have ſuggeſted was the moſt likely 


Way, not only tO if the Fathers, but allo 
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to flence their Adverſeries ; for ſuch an Expla- 


nation muſt be ſufficient for that Purpoſe. The 


Objection was, that the Chriſtians, in their ſa- 
cred Feaſt of the Lord's Supper, eat human 
Fleſh: (that is, the real Body of Jeſus Chriſt) 
Now when the Infidels were made to under- 
ſand, that what the Chriſtians eat, though they 
called it the Body of Chriſt, was only the Vi- 
gure of his Body, there muſt have been an End 
of the Objection, the Cauſe of it being taken 
away : Whereas, it they had endeavoured, by 
talking in doubtful and obſcure Language, to de- 
cerve the Tnfigels, (which would eaſily have been 


diſcerned) they would have confirmed them in 


their Opinion, and have given them ſuch a 


ſhameful Idea of the Chriſtian Religion, as 


would have been an effectual Bar to their em- 
bracing it. 

What our Author means by ſuppoſing that 
the Gentiles thought that the Chriſtians cat 
Chriſt's Fleſh as Men do that which is ſold in 


the Shambles, I cannot apprehend, unleſs we 


ſuppoſe they imagined that the Chriſtians eat 
full Meals cn the Fleſh of Chriſt, for the Nou- 
riſhment of their Bodies: But ſurely it muſt 
be very ridiculous to think, that zhat could be 
the common Opinion of the Infidels, (though 
our Author, by his general Expreſſion, ſeems 
to inſinuate that it was ſo) when upon the leaſt 
Intimation of ſuch an Opinion, the Chriftians 
would be ſure, as in Duty bound, immediately 
to undecelve them. The groſſeſt Senſe in which 

the 
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the Gentiles could have any Grounds to believe 
that the Chriſtians pretended to eat the Fleſh of 
Chriſt, is that of the Roman Catholics; and 
therefore in that Senſe we muſt ſuppoſe they 
underſtood it. And if any of the Fathers did 
really maintain, that the 7rue and proper Fleſh of 
Chriſt is eaten in the Euchariſt, the Infidels had 
juſt Cauſe to reproach thoſe Fathers, though 
not to reproach the Chriſtians in general, nor 
their Religion, 

As this ſeems to be the laſt Reſuge of the 
Supporters of the Unanimity of the Fathers in 
the Belief of the Doctrine we are controvert- 
ing. The Reader will excuſe me if I pretty 
largely ſum up what has been ſaid on this 
Head. Then 

Thus far we (Proteſtants) have gained our 
Point, viz. that our Author allows, that ſom? 
of the Fathers, and amongſt them a Pope, (na- 
med Gelaſius) did call the Bread in the Eucha- 
riſt, the Figure, Image, &c. of Chriſt's Body: 
So the Queſtion now is, uith what View and 
Dan did they fo call it Our Author is of O- 
pinion, it was to conceal the Myſtery, that is 
in plain Words, to decerve the Infidels, by pre- 
tending they did not eat the real Fleſh of Chriſt, 
though, in Truth, they profeſſed they did eat it. 

Againſt this Opinion I object, that it is highly 
injurious to the Characters of the Fathers; for, 

Firſt, It repreſents them as very weak Men. 
ft, in ſuppoſing that they could conceal from 
their Pagan Neighbours, that Which had been 

pub- 
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publiſhed to all the World. And 2%, In chuſ- 
ing to talk obſcurely about ſo weighty a Point, 
rather than to explain it to thoſe Gentiles who 
were ſuppoſed to have miſtaken the Senſe of 
it. Our Author, by ſuppoſing that the Fathers 
would have incurred Reproach and Odium by 
a M://ake of the Gentiles, in thinking the Chriſ- 
tians cat the Fleſh of Chriſt, as Men do that 
which is ſold in the Shambles, plainly inſinuates, 
that if hey had known the true Senſe in which 
the Chriſtians eat it, hey world not have been 
ojjended, It this was the real Caſe, was it not 
very ſtupid and filly in the Fathers, if they o- 
mitted to explain the true Senſe in which they eat 
Chriſt's Fleſh; and, rather than do ſo, talk ob- 
ſcurely about it, which muſt tend to confirm 
the Gentiles in their Miſtake and Prejudice, 
rather than convince them that they were miſ- 
taken. 

Secondly, It repreſents them as very inſincere 
Men : For how can a Man that is honeſt and 
fincere, miſrepreſent his own Sentiments, with 
a Deſign to deceive his Antagoniſt, in a Point 
of ſo great Importance, as that (if Catholics al- 
ways ſpeak Truth) 220 Man can be ſaved without 
the Belief of it. 

My Opinion 1s, that the Fathers, after = 
Example of Cori, having called the Bread, ii 
the Lord's Supper, the Body of Chriſt (as "ay 
teſtants frequently do) upon perceiving that 
their Infidel Neighbours did, or probably might, 
take Offence at it, explained their Meaning, by 
callin 8 
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calling it the Figure, Image, &c, of Chriſt's 
Body. This was a ſe, rational, honeſt, and 
effefual Way of ſilencing their Adverſaries, and 
preſerving their own Characters; whereas our 

Author's Way of doing it is juſt the Reverſe. 
Indeed | | 

If I could believe, that our Author, in the 
Paſſage I have laſt taken Notice of, has not 
miſrepreſented the Works of the Ancients, I 
ſhould be fick of Antiquity, and never think 
the Opinion of the Fathers worth enquiring 
after, ſince they can be viewed in no other 
Light than as weak and inſincere Men, But in 
'Truth, 

As to the Opinion of the Fathers, or that 
which is ſo called, on either Side of a Queſti- 
on, in Matters of Faith, I lay but little Streſs 
upon it, unleſs it be well ſupported by ſolid 
and ſubſtantial Arguments. Barely to ſay this 
or that was the Opinion of ſuch Man, or Men, 
ſo many Hundred Years ago, can have but little 
Weight with thinking Men. Every Man that 
is in his Senſes, certainly muſt admit, that ſound 

Argument is a much better Support to an Ar- 
ticle of Faith, than is any human Authority 
whatſoever. And I can never believe, that he 
who can maintain his Aſſertion by good Ar- 
gument, will ever depend upon ſuch Authori- 
ty. Beſides, how great is the Difficulty of 
learning what was the real Opinion of the Fa- 
thers? Concerning the Doctrine of Tranſab- 
 ftantiation in particular? Our Proteſtant Wri- 
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ters upon that Subject, I believe, unanimouſly 
agree, that it was never heard of in the moſt 
early Ages of the Chriſtian Church: And yet 
the Generality of Catbolics affirm, that ſhe al- 
ways held it as an Article of her Faith. Never— 
thelcfs our forementioned Archbiſhop tells us of 
ſome great Men of that Communion, p. 24. 
who ſignify to us, that it was no? always thought 
neceſſary to be believed. Now amidſt theſe Con- 
traditions, what muſt a Man do that is ſearch- 
ing for Truth? If the Fathers had been infalli- 
ble, I do not ſee how we could certainly know 
what was their Judgment. There are but few, 
_ comparatively, who have Learning and Leiſure 
enough to look over the large and numerous 
Volumes of the Ancients to find what their 
feveral Opinions were; and thoſe who have at- 
tempted it have given ſuch contradictory Ac- 
counts, that we are left at great Uncertainty, 
Indeed we may reaſonably ſuppoſe, that the 
Men who managed the Search with the great- 
eſt Uprightneſs and Capacity, muſt have been 
obliged, through Want of Time or Books, of- 
ten to truſt implicitly to others who have gone 
before them, that may not have been fo capable 
or ſo ſincere, but may have ſet the Matter in a 
alle Light, aud fo deceived them. So that 
had the Fathers, I fay, been infallible, we could 
never have come to full Satisfaction as to what 
their Judgment was. The ſhorteſt and ſafeſt 
Way, therefore, for finding whether the Doc- 


trine of Tranſubſtantiation! is true or falſe, muſt 
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de to attend to the Scripture Account of the 
Iiſtitution, Nature, and End of the Lord's Sup- 
per, and the Reaſonings of the ſeveral Parties 
upon theſe, which are frequently collected and 
ſet before us in our own Language, and in ſuch 
Volumes as may be eaſily purchaſed, and ſoon 
read. The Man that with a „incere Mind, free 
from all Prejudice and Bias, ſearches for Truth 
in this Way, and begging the divine Illumination 
is in a ten thouſand Times more likely Way to 
find it, than he who ſeeks it amongſt the un- 
certain and fall;ble Opinions of the Fathers. 

Many Miracles the Author of The Catholic 
Chriſtian inſtrudted, &c. from Church Hiſtory 
tells us, have been wrought in Teſtimony of 
the Truth of the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantia- 
tion; but he does not think it neceſſary to give 
particular Inſtances, becauſe all the Miracles of 
Jeſus Chriſt himſelf demonſtrate it, as they 
prove he could not be a Liar. p. 51. 

The Miracles of our Saviour, as they are 
Evidences of bis divine Miſſion, I allow, prove 
him to be perfectly upright, and free from e- 
very Degree of Inclination to impoſe upon, or 
deceive, the World; and that he really was 
what he profeſſed himſelf to be (the Meſſiah;) 
and conſequently, that he could be no Liar, 
but that whatſoever he aſſerted, or taught, is 
infallibly true: Yet they will never prove that 
all hi: Words muſt be underſtood according to 
the Leiter; for if they will, they will prove 
him to be a real Door, Vine, Sc. And then, 
if 
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if our Saviour intended that his Words of the 
Inſtitution of the Eucharift ſhould be taken f- 
guratively, his Miracles prove that the Doctrine 


its 


4 of Tranſubſtantiation is falſe. And that they 
10 are to be figuratively underſtood, I hope I have 
1 already proved to the full Satisfaction of every 
. unprejudiced and conſiderate Reader. 

4 Concerning the Miracles recorded in the ( Ro- 
* miſh Church Hiſtory in Proof of the mon- 
. ſtrous Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, I can ſay 
* nothing; but I ſhall obſerve, that St. Paul, in 
0 his ſecond Epiſtlc to the Theſſalontans, Chap. ii. 
60 lets them know, that zhe Man of Sin, and Son 
. of Perdition, would be revealed, Ver. 3. and 
A he tells them the Manner, and Circumſtances of 
3 bis Coming, which would be after the working 
15 of Satan, with all Power, and Signs, and lying 
1 Monders, Ver. 9. And in Ver. 4. we have his 
"a Character, vis. He exalteth himſelf above all 
1 that is called God, or that is worſhipped : So that 
i he as God, fitteth in the Temple of God, ſhewing 
. himſelf that be is God. Now, whom does this 
. Character ſuit ſo well as the Church of Rome ? 
th Her ſupream Head and Repreſentative (the Pepe) 
6 exalts himſelf above all that is called God, or 
"Ih that is worſhipped, that is above Magi/trates, 
. who are called Gods, Pſal. Ixxxii. 1, 6. for he 
4 claims a Right, at his Pleaſure, to ſet up, and 
10 to pull down, even Princes, who are the high- 
0 eſt Order of Magiſtrates, and to whom the 
0 greateſt civil Honour, Reſpect and Reverence 
f (here perhaps called JYorſhip) is due; And be 
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fits in the Temple as God. As Head of the Church 
he exerciſes a diſpenſing Power, and fo diſcharges 
People from the Obligation of Oaths, diflolves 
lawful Marriages, _- allows of ſuch as are 
called inceſtuous, and ſuppoſed to be forbidden 
by the Laws of God. The Church of Rome 
alſo claims a legiſſative Power, and ſets her Laws 
on a Level with the Laws of God; and enfor- 
ces them with the ſame Pains and Penalties by 
which the Laws of God are enforced. In Mat- 
ters of Belief ſhe maintains, that nothing is 7o 
be received as an Article of Faith till ſhe has de- 
fined it, and till then every one is at Liberty to 
take either Side of the Queſtion, From whence 
it follows, that a Truth plainly revealed in the 
Ward of God is not neceſlarily to be believed 
on the divine Authority, but muſt be authori- 
zed by the Church of Rome : And thus, I think, 
ſhe ſhews herſelf, that, in her own Conceit | ſhe 
7s God, or rather above him. This being the 
Caſe, the Miracles, as they are called, wrought 
for the Proof of the falſe Doctrines of the 
Church of Rome, are nothing better than thoſe 
lying Wonders that were to attend the Coming of 
the Man of Sin. 

Our Author will have it to be “a very bad 
% Argument to pretend to infer, that becauſe 
« ſome of Chriſt's Words are to be taken figu- 
8 ratively, therefore all are to be ſo: That be- 
« cauſe in his Parables and Similitudes his 
Words are not to be taken according to the 
Letter, therefore we are to take in a figura- 

de tive 
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* tive Senſe the Words of the Inſtitution of 
« his ſolemn Covenant, Law, Sacrament or 
-« Teſtament at his laſt Supper.“ p. 33. 

J hope no Proteſtant ever was ſo weak as to 
infer, that becauſe ſome of Chriſt's Words are 
to be taken figuratively, all are to be ſo: And 
this, I hope, becauſe, if he did, he would 
make our Saviour talk as much Nonſenſe, Ab- 
ſurdity, and Inconſiſtency as Catholics do. Nor 
do I believe, that ever any Proteſtant faid, that 
becauſe Chriſt's Words in his Parables and Si- 
militudes are not to be taken according to the 
Letter, therefore the Words of the Inſtitution are 
to be taken in a figurative Senſe, The common 
Opinion of Proteſtants is, that on every Occaſion, 
when a Scripture Text can be fairly underſtood. 
according to the Letter, then it ſhould be fo un- 
deiſtood; and that it ſhould be ſo, on no Occaſion, 
when its being taken according to the Letter, will 
make it Nonſenſe and unintelligible, and a figura- 
tive Meaning will make it plain and good Senſe : 
And this being the Caſe, with regard to the 
Words of the Inſtitution of the ſacramental 
Supper, we ſay, they ought to be taken gu- 
ratively, that our Saviour may ſpeak rationally 
and intelligibly, rather than according to the 
Letter, which would make him talk ab/urdly 
and inconſiſtently. Indeed Proteſtants, in this 
Controverſy, refer to the parabolical Sayings of 
Chriſt, to ſhew that all his Words are not to be 
taken literally; but ſurely no one could ever 
think, 7hat a ſufficient Reaſon why thoſe of 

the 
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the Inſtitution ſhould not be fo taken; but our 
Reaſon for that is, (as I juſt now ſaid) becauſe 
the literal Senſe makes them full of Abſurdity 
and Inconſiſtency. But 

Our Author thinks it 1s very bad arguing too 
to infer, That becauſe Chriſt has called him- 
« ſelf a Door, or a Vine, in Circumſtances in 
&« which he never was, nor ever could be miſ- 
e underſtood by any one (he having taken ſo 
* much Care in the ſame Places to explain his 
Meaning) therefore he would call Bread and 
% Wine his Body and Blood in Circumſtances 
* in which it was natural to underſtand his 
* Words according to the Letter, as he fore- 
« ſaw all Chriſtendom would underſtand them, 
* and yet he has taken no Care to prevent this 
Interpretation of them. p. 

It is ſurprifing that a Man can have Boldneſs 
enough to ſay in Print, that our Saviour fore- 
ſaw all Chriſtendom would underſtand his Words 
of the Inſtitution of the Lord's Supper accord- 
ing to the Letter, when his own Conſcience 
muſt, and every Reader can tell him it is falſe 
in fact, and that @ great Part of Chriſtendom 
deny it, and maintain the figurative Senſe: 
And, if we ſuppoſe the. greater Number of 
People, who profeſs the Chriſtian Religion, are 
for the literal Senſe, we can only ſuppoſe, but 
cannot be certain of it, becauſe in many Ca- 
tholic Countries, (it not in all) the leaſt Inti- 
mation of a Doubt in the Caſe, would expoſe a 
Man to the Hazard of Liberty, and Eſtate, if 

E. not 
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not of Life too. And, when that is the Caſe, 
there may be Millions of People ſecretly for 
the figurative Senſe, who, through Fear, con- 
ceal their Sentiments. But if it be admitted, 
that the greater Part of the Profeſſors of Chriſ- 
tianity do eſpouſe the literal Senſe, this may 
very well be aſcribed to their being denied the 
proper Means by which they might be better 
informed, I mean the free Uſe of the Scrip- 
tures : For whereſoever People are converſant 
in the ſacred Writings, we generally find the 
literal Senſe of the Words rejected: And, I 
doubt not but our Adverſaries know, that in 
this Point, as well as in many other Points, the 
Scriptures are againſt them, and therefore they 
are againſt the free Uſe of the Scriptures. Now, 
If our Author, when he tells us Chriſt fore- 
ſaw that all Chriſtendom would underſtand his 
Words according to the Letter; yet has ta- 
ken no Care to prevent that Interpretation of 
it, would infinuate, that we have not ſufficient 


* Means for that Purpoſe, I muſt take the Liber- 
0 ty to ſay he is miſtaken; and affirm, that the 
6 Scriptures, if read with due Attention, are ſuf- 
. ficient for that End. And, moreover, our Rea- 
= fon and Senſes concur in the Teſtimony. 

le The Scriptures of the Old Teſſament tell us, 
N + that when God had ſo ſignally favoured the 7 
ys raelites as to paſs over their Houſes, and ſpare 
19 5 their Firſt-born, when he deſtroyed all the Fir ſt- 


born of the Egyptians, he inſtituted that Old 
Teſtament Sacrament, which 1 is called the Paj- 


fover, 


ES 


fever, and appointed that on a certain Day in 
every Year, a Lamb to a Family, or to ſe- 
veral Families, according to their Number, 
| ſhould be killed and eaten, that ſo remarkable 
an Event might thereby be preſerved in Memory 
from Generation to Generation. (See Exod. xii.) 
Now, when Chriſt and bis Diſciples were diſ- 
courſing of that Solemnity, both Hz? and They 
when ſpeaking of the Lamb, which was the 
Memorial, called it the Paſſiver, Yea, our 
Saviour, when he was actually fat down at the 
Table with his Apoſtles, faid to them, Vitb 
Defire have I deſired to eat this Paſſover with 
you bejore T ſuffer, Luke xxii. 15. And before 
he aroſe from the Table (as far as appears) he 
inſtituted the Sacramental Supper; when we 
are told, He took Bread, and gave Thanks, and 
brake it, and gave it unto them, ſaying, This is 
my Body, ob is broken for you, This do in 
Reinerabrancs ot me. Is it not then natural 
for every one to conclude here, That our Sa- 
viour meant, that the Bread was his Body in the 
ſame Senſe that the Lamò was the Paſſover ? 
that is, That it was a Memorial of it, rather 
than his Words ſhonld be taken in a Senſe that 
is attended wich many as groſs Abſurdities as 
ever entered into a Man's Thoughts: And, in- 
deed, one wobl! wonder, that any Man could 
ever think, that che Bread was his Body in any 
other Senſe, than as a Memorial of his Body, 
when he ſays ſo expreſsly concerning eating the 
Bread, Do this in Remembrance of me. And, 
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| beſides, againſt the literal Senſe of the Words it 


may be obſerved, That there are ſcveral figura- 
tive Expreſſions uſed by Chriſt in the Inſtitution 
of this Sacrament ; as when he ſpeaks of his 
Body as already broken, and his Blood as alrea- 
dy ſhed, he means it is ſhortly to be broken, and 
ſhortly to be ſhed ; for it was not at that Time 
broken and ſhed. And here with regard to 
another figurative Expteſſion, I cannot but won- 
der at the Front of our Author, who, pag. 27. 
treating of the Lord's-Supper, interprets the 
Word Cup figuratively, as fignifying Wine, and 
and gives 1t as the Senſe of his Church too; for 
he ſays, © The Faith of the Catholic Church, 
te concerning this Sacament, is, That the Bread 
% and Wine are changed, by Conſecration, into 
ce the real Body and Blood of Chriſt,” Yet in 
all the Accounts we have in Scripture, of this 
Sacrament, the Word Mine is not mentioned; 
for our Saviour's Words are, This Cup. — But, 
notwithſtanding he has thus, in Fact, given up 
the Point, he enters, in the very next Page, 
upon the Proof of the Real Preſence, by en- 
deavouring to maintain the literal Senſe of the 
Words ot the Inſtitution. 

It will be ſaid, pechaps, that our Author has 
given the true and natural Senſe of the Words, 
and has — our Saviour's true Mean- 
ing. 

I agree to it, ſo far as that I believe our Sa- 
viour by the Cup meant, That which was con- 
tained in the Cup, (yet not that it was changed 

into 


* 
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into real Blood ;) but then it is to be remem- 
bered, That this is 77 a literal, but a figurative 
Senſe; and is directly contrary to our Author's 

firſt Argument for proving the real Preſence. 
Moreover, the Scriptures tell us, That af- 
ter the Apoſtles had eaten that which, our Ad- 
verſaries fay, was the true and real Body of 
Chriſt, He 700k the Cup, — and gave it to them, 
which ſurely he could not have done, if they 
had eaten him. Now, no Man who confiders, 
that in the Sacramental Language uſed by our 
Saviour, and his Diſciples, concerning the Paſ- 
ſover, immediately before the Inſtitution of the 
Lord's Supper, they called the Lamb, which 
was the Memorial, the Paſſover : That there are 
ſeveral figurative Expreſſions in the Words of 
the Inſtitution ; and that, after the Apoſtles had 
eaten that which, Catholics ſay, is the Body of 
Chriſt, the Scriptures tell us, He took the Cup, 
— and gave it to them; I ſay, no Man, I think, 
who confiders theſe Things, can be of our Au- 
thor's Opinion, That Chriſt has not taken care 
to prevent the Words of the Inſtitution of the 
ſacramental Supper being taken literally, if he 
means, we have not ſufficient Light in that 
Matter to guide thoſe, who will form their 
Judgments by the Scriptures. But, if more 
Evidence were needful, our Senſes will wit- 
neſs for us; our Eyes, our Hands, and our 
Pallates would jointly teſtify, That that which 
we eat and drink, at the Lord's Table, is not 
Fleſh and Blood, but real Bread and Wine. 
=? And 
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And then, our Reaſon tells us, That that can 
never be the true Senſe of the Words, which 
infers many moſt notorious Abſurdities and Con- 
tradictions, as I have clearly ſhewn the literal 
Senſe does; (ſeveral of which have been already 
mentioned (p. 21, 22, 31.) and need not be 
repeated) ſo that alſo concurs in the Cenſure of 
that Interpretation, as nonſenſical and ridicu- 
lous, and fo, I think, muſt every conſiderate 
Man. But, 

Perhaps, our Author may think, That our 
Saviour has not taken efefual Care to prevent 
the greateſt Part of the Profeſſors of Chriſtia- 
nity from embracing the literal Senſe; and 
therefore it ought to be taken for the true Senſe. 

If this be his Meaning, I anſwer, 
Firſi, We cannot know, That the greateſt 
Part of the Profeſſors of Chriſtianity does em- 
brace that Senſe ; becauſe, under Catholic Go- 
vernments, the People are not allowed freely 
to declare their Sentiments. And, 

Secondly, He may as well conclude, that the 
wide Gate, and broad Way, lead to Heaven, be- 
cauſe our Saviour does not prevent the many from 
going in thereat, and walking therein; when 
there are but few that find the ſtrait Gate, and 
narrow Way, Matt. vii. 13, 14. For God 
may as juſtly permit thoſe fatally to err, who 
will not improve the Means of Illumination, as 
he may permit thoſe to periſh in their Sins, who 
will not exerciſe their Powers in reſiſting Tem- 


ptations, 
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ptations, and ſubduing their Luſts and Cor- 

ruptions, But 
How does it appear, that, where our Sa- 
viour has called himſelf a Door, or a Vine, — 
he has taken ſo much Care to explain his own 
Meaning, ſo as not to be miſunderſtood, (that 
is, according to our Author” Meaning not to 
be taken in a literal Senſe) any more than he 
has done it in the Words of the Inſtitution ? 
The moſt that can be ſaid is, that where our 
Saviour has called himſelf a Door, or a Vine; 
he was evidently ſpeaking in Parables, and a 
Parable is a Repreſentation of one Thing by 
another, that, in ſome Reſpects, it bears a 
Likeneſs to. Let it be admitted, and, I aſk, 
Is it not as evident, that when our Saviour ſaid, 
This is my Body, he was inſtituting a Sacra- 
ment? And is not a Sacrament a wvi/ible Sign 
of an inviſible Good? And then what is the in- 
vi/ible Good, but Chriſt crucified? And what can 
be the vijſible Sign, but the Bread broken? And, 
eſides, the Diſcourſe betwixt Chriſt and his 
Diſciples concerning the Old-Teſtament Sacra- 
ment, the Paſſover, in which, as has been al- 
ready obſerved, he and they call the Lamb, the 
Paſſover, or the Sign by the Name of the 
Thing fignified, countenances the figurative 
Senſe of the Words, as it ſhews it was the Way 
of our Saviour's ſpeaking, concerning a Sa- 
crament. So that it is manifeſt, that our Au- 
thor had no juſt Reaſon to infinuate, that 


where our Saviour calls himſelf a Door, or a 
E 4 5 
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Vine, he has taken more Care not to be un- 
derſtood in a literal Senſe, than he has in the 
Words of the Inſtitution, not to be ſo underſtood : 
Nor does there appear to be any Diſparity in 
his Favour, between the Caſes of the Ex- 
preſſions, viz, I am the Door, the Vine, Sc. 
and This is my Body, for any of the Reaſons 
our Author has offered, p. 33, 34. For, Firſt, 
I do not apprehend, that becauſe the former 
are delivered as Parables and Similitudes, it fol- 
lows they are any more delivered as Figures 
than the latter, which relate to a Sacrament ; 
becauſe (as I have often obſerved) the Nature 
of a Sacrament requires, alſo, that they ſhould 
be underſtood in @ figurative Senſe. And, if 
they do imply (for they do not expreſs) a Co- 
venanb or Teſtament, it is not in a Senſe diſtinct 
from a Sacrament, but as included in it; and 
therefore muſt be underſtood in a ſacramental, 
that is, in a figurative Senſe, Nor, ſecondly, can 
I allow any Force in his ſaying, that the former 
are explained by Chriſt himſelf, in the ſame Pla- 
ces in a figurative Senſe, the latter are not: For 
if that be admitted, it can be of no Weight; be- 
cauſe the Words of the Inſtitution do not need 
to be explained; for what need could there be of 
explaining them to the Diſciples, who, to be 
ſure, knew, that their Maſter was zn/tituting a 
Sacrament ; and, by their Diſcourſe with him 
- juſt before, had ſhewn that bey underſtood ſa- 
cramenta! Language, and who ſaw that what 
he took and brake was Bread, and that / it 
| remained 


3 & 


remained after the Words were pronounced; and 
that Chriſt himſelf was fitting at the Table, whilſt 
he pronounced them, whilſt they eat the Bread, 
and after they had eaten it? One would think 
when this is the Caſe, the Words could never 
want explaining. Nor yet, thirdly, can I per- 


ceive, that the former, any more than the lat- 


ter, are ſo worded, as to carry with them 
the Evidence of a F igure ; but think they 5075 
carry ſufficient Evidence of it; for I cannot 
ſee how any Man can take either in the literal 
Senſe, till he has been perſuaded to lay gſide lit 


Underſtanding, and not to believe bis Senſes. But 


how he could ſay, that thoſe that have been 
moſt deſirous to find a Figure in them, have 
been puzzled to do it, is ſurprizing; fince he 
cannot but know that we ſay, That by a Me- 
tapbor (much in Uſe with our Saviour) the 
Bread is called the Body of Chriſt. PFourtbly, I 
will admit, that the Church of Rome (as ſhe 
calls herſelf) has pretended to authorize the lite- 
ral Senſe of the Words; but ſhall deny that he 
bas any Authority to do it, till T fee her Autho- 
rity proved, which I never expect. In fine: 
I cannot agree with our Author, that, according 
to the Laws and Cuſtoms of Speech, by an ele- 
gant Figure, Chriſt could more properly call 
himſelf a Door and a Vine, than he could call 
Bread and Wine bis Body and Blood; for I can- 


not perceive any mage Ltkeneſs in a Door, or a 


Vine, to the Body of Chriſt, than there is in a 
Piece of Bread, or than there is in Wine to his 


Blood: 
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Blood : And if, b=cauſe Chriſt has the Property 
of a Door, inaſmuch as by him we enter into the 
Sheepfold; and the Property of the Vine, in giv- 
ing Life and Fruit to the Branches, be a ſuffi- 
cient Reaſon for his elegantly calling himſelf a 
Door and a Vine; then, I think, ſince he is 
The ſbiritual Food of Believers, he may every 
hit as elegantly appoint himſelf to be repre- 
ſented by Bread and Wine. And J imagine it 
will puzzle our Author more to find a ſolid. 
Reaſon for the contrary, than it ever puzzled a 
Proteſtant to find out a Figure in theſe Words, 

This is my Body. 
&« In certain Caſes,” our Author allows, p. 3 5. 
« That a Sign or Figure, according to the 
* common Laws of Speech, and the Uſe of the 
“ Scriptures, may be ſaid to be ſuch and ſuch 
« a Thing” as it repreſents, but that is, when 
« it is known to be a Sign or Figure,” and 
Not elſe, and this he illuſtrates by ſuppoſing, 
That ©& a Perſon, by an Art of Memory, had 
te appointed within himſelf, that an Oak-Tree 
* ſhould be a Sign or Memorandum of Alex- 
% ander the Great, and, pointing to the Tree, 
« ſhouid gravely tell bis Friends (who were 
„ not acquainted with his Deſign) this is that 
«© Hero that overcame Darius: Such a Propo- 
„ ſition (e Jays) would juſtly be cenſured as 
« nonſenſical, and unworthy of a wiſe Man; 
« becauſe ſuch a Figure of Speech would be 
« contrary to all Laws of Speech, and unintel- 
e ligible. Juſt ſo, (ſays be) would it have 
been, 


| (59) 
de been, if our Saviour, at his laſt Supper, 
« without giving his Diſciples Warning before- 
“ hand of his meaning to ſpeak figuratively, 
e and without conſidering before-hand, the 
« Bread and Wine as Signs and Repreſentations 
c of any Thing elſe, ſhould have abruptly told 
them, This is my Body, This is my Blood, 
© had he not meant that they were ſo in- 
"Gees. - | 

Our Author's Similitude had come nearer the 
preſent Caſe, if he had ſuppoſed, That Alex- 
ander in perſon had pointed to an Oak-Tree, and 
ſaid to his Friends, This is myſelf, as often as ye 
behold it, remember me as conquering Darius. 
Now had this been a real Caſe, and our Author 
one of Alexander's Friends, it would be proper 
to alk him, JY/hether he believed Alexander in- 
tended to be underſtood literally; and that his 
Friends ſhould believe the Tree to be his very 
Perſon, ſince he had not given them Warning 
before-hand, that he intended to ſpeak figura- 
tively ? If 1 had heard him, I ſhould, without 
the leaſt Heſitation, have concluded that he 
ſpoke figuratively, and meant that the Tree 
ſhould be a Memorial of him as conquering 
Darius, 

When our Saviour ſaid of the Bread, 71s 7s 
my Body, though he had not told his Diſciples 
his Words had a figurative Meaning, they would 
naturally be led to underſtand them ſo ; not on- 
ly becauſe, 1//, They ſaw that after the Words 


** 


were pronounced, the Bread retained the ſame 
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Alccidents as before; but, 2dly, They ſaw our 
Saviour and the Bread two diſtinct Things, And, 
Zaly, They knew a Sacrament (which was then 
inſtituting) conſiſts of a Memorial, and ſome- 
thing to be remembered, and Chriſt told them it 
was Himjelf that was to be remembered; from 
whence they muſt conclude, that it was ot by 
Himſelf that he was to be remembered, Alſo, 
4thly, they knew that in ſacramental Language 
it was uſual to call the Memorial by the Name 
of that which was to be remembered; and in 
that Language (as has been ſeveral Times ob- 
ſerved) had juſt before diſcourſed with their 
Maſter concering the Paſſover; in which Diſ- 
courſe both he ard they had called the Lamb the 
Paſſaver. So that, 1 ſay, Though our Saviour 
did not expreſsly tell his Apoſtles, that his Words 


were to be underſtood figuratively, they could 


be at no Loſs about it, but would plainly ſee 
that they mu/? be ſo taken. 

Our Author being, . I ſuppoſe, apprized, 
that, in a Sacrament, "the Memorial, and that 
which is to be remembered by it, cannot be one 
and the ſame Thing, tells us, that the Thing 
which we are to remember in the Euchariſt, 
is the Death of Chrijt ; ſo inſinuatipg, that the 
Memorial of it is his Body and Blood, © Theſe 
« Words, (/ays he) Do this in Remembrance 
tc of me, inform us of the End for which we 
te are to offer up and receive the Body and 
«© Blood of Chriſt, vis. a PRs Remem- 
ce brance * his Death. P. 36 

Here 
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Here our Author ſhould be put in mind, 


that the Sign, or Memorial, in a Sacrament, is 
outward and viſible, or ſenſible (as he owns, p. 
4.) Now, the Body and Blood of Chriſt are not 
ſo; for every Body knows there is nothing vi- 

ble, or ſenſible in the Euchariſt, as a Memorial 
but Bread and Wine. And our Author himſelf 


allows, p. 36. That it is very true, that Chrift 


7s not viſibly preſent there, This, then, being 
the Caſe, it is very evident, from the Nature of 
a Sacrament, and our Author's own Deſcription 
of it, that Chriſt cannot be therein received in 
Commemoration of his Death, becauſe he is 
not viſibly there; and Viſibility, as to the out- 
ward Performance, our Author makes a neceſ- 
ſary Condition in a Sacrament, p. 4. 

When our Saviour, in the Inſtitution, with 
regard to eating and drinking, ſays, Do this in 
Remembrance of me, he muſt mean, accord- 
ing to the Letter, @ perſonal Commemoration of 
himſelf, which is very intelligible ; and, there- 
fore, there is no Neceſſity for forſaking that, 
and following a figurative Senſe. And when 
the Apoſtle Paul recites thoſe Words, and ſub- 
joins, As often as ye eat this Bread, and drink 


this Cup, ye do ſhew the Lord's Death, — he can- 


not, with any Propriety, be ſuppoſed to intend 
to explain away Chriſt's plain Words, Do this 
in Remembrance of me, as ſignifying, That 
his Death only, and not his Perſon, is to be re- 
membered in the Sacrament: But his evident 
Deſign was to point out the Character in which 


he 
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he is to be remembered therein, viz. as our dy- 
ing Redeemer. But, 

„ Theſe Words, Do this in Remembrance 
of me,” — our Author affirms, no Way in- 
terfere with thoſe other Words, This is my Bo- 
dy, and This is my Blood, ſo as to explain a- 
way the Real Preſence of Chriſt's Body and 
Blood, p. 36. | 

Though the direct Deſign of our Saviour, in 


delivering theſe Words, Do this in Remem- 


brance of me, might not be to interfere with 
thoſe other Words, This is my Body, and This 
is my Blood, fo as to explain away the real Pre- 
ſence of Chriſt's Body and Blood; yet they do, 
by Conſequence, explain it away ; for they clearly 
enjoin the Remembrance of Chriſt himſelf: 
Since then, the Remembrance that is here en- 


Joined is a Sacramental Remembrance of Chriſt 


himſelf; and fince a Sacramental Remembrance 
ſuppoſes that we are to remember ſomething that 
is paſt, abſent, and inviſible, by a Thing that is 
preſent and viſible; it manifeſtly follows, that 
ſeeing Chrz/t is the abſent inviſible Thing, which 
is to be remembered in the Lord's-Supper, he 
cannot be really preſent, as the Thing by which 
himſelf is to be remembered; that being quite 
contrary to the Nature of a Sacrament. 

This Author's Obſervation, that St. Matthew 
and St. Mark have quite omitted theſe Words, 
Do this in Remembrance of me; and that there- 
fore they can never be looked upon as a neceſ- 
ſary Explication of the Words of the Inſtitu- 

tion, 
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tion, — p. 36. Theſe Obſervations, I fay, can 
be of no Weight, unleſs he can prove (which I 
am confident he will never attempt) that the 
Teſtimony of St. Luke and St. Paul is not ſuffi- 
cient to eſtabliſh the Credibility of thoſe Words, as 
to their being the Words of our Saviour ; for if 
it be certain (as it is) that He ſpoke them, they 
are of the ſame Authority, as they would be, 
if they were recorded by all the Evangeliſts; 
(for though they derive their Credibility from 
thoſe who record them, their Autſority is from 
him that ſpoke them;) and we muit conclude, 
that his Perſon is to be remembered in the Eu- 
chariſt ; and that therefore his Body and Blood, 
which are himſelf, cannot be there as a Me- 
morial of himſelf. And as to the Words being 
omitted by St. Matthew and St. Mar, I fay, 
it is probable they never imagined it wov!d ever 
enter into the Thoughts of any Man to adyance 
and maintain a Doctrine ſo full of Abſurdities 
and Nonſenſe, as that of the Real Preſence is; 
and, conſequently, never thought that the Words 
of the Inſtitution wanted to be explained. 

But, | 
In our Author's Opinion, The Remembrance 
« of a Thing does not ſuppoſe it abſent ; for 
% we are commanded, (be favs,) to remember 
e God, Deut. viii. 18, Ecclef. xii. 1. Though 
de in him we live, move, and have our Being, 

* A: xvi. 28. 238 

It muſt be a Stretch of Charity to ſuppoſe, 
That our Author was not conſcious, that what 


he 
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he has here faid, is not at all to his Purpoſe, 
which was to ſhew, that, in a facramental 
Senſe, we may remember a Thing that is pre- 
ſent; for that is the Point he was to main- 
tain, Seeing, then, there is in neither of the 
Texts he has quoted, any viſible Sign pointed 
out, by which we are to remember God, he has 
quoted them impertinently ; and, by what he 
has ſaid, has only amuſed and deceived his cre- 
dulous and unthinkins Readers; but has ad- 
vanced nothing that carries any Conviction, or 
can eſtabliſh his Doctrine in the Mind of any 
conſiderate and inquiſitive Man. Again, 

Our Author ſays, The moſt that can be in- 
ferred from the Command to remember Chriſt 
is, that he is not viſibly preſent ; — and that 
therefore, leſt we ſhould forget him, this Re- 
membrance is enjoined, p. 36. 

have already ſhewn, from the Nature of a 
Sacrament, that he is not corporeally preſent, 
either viſibly or inviſibly; for, if he were, he 
muſt, contrary to the Nature of a Sacrament, 
be himſelf eaten and drank, in Remembrance 
of himſelf. Then, 

The Preſence of Chriſt inviſibly in the Sa- 
crament is inconſiſtent with an Aſſertion of our 
Author himſelf, p. 28. where he tells us, That 
«. which we receive in the Sacrament, is the 
©« fame Body as that which was born of the 
de bleſſed Virgin, and which ſuffered for us 
* upon the Croſs, for Chriſt never had but 
one Body; the only Difference is, that then 
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it was mortal and paſlible, but now it 19 
e immortal and impaſſible.“ Now, if the 
Body of our Saviour was viſble at the Time 
of his Crucifixion to thoſe who were preſent; 
and if the only Difference is that, then he 
was mortal and paſſible, but now he is immor- 
tal and impaſſible; then he mult be vi/ible to 
thoſe who communicate at his Tabie, if he were 
there, ſince he was ſo to the SpeQators at his 
Crucifixion, Again, 

If the Body of Chriſt is not viſible in the Sa- 
crament, this is to me an invinciòle Argument, 


that he is not corporeally there, as a ſacramen-— 


tal Memorial, as will, I think, appear from the 
following Conſiderations, That, ½, it is the 
common Opinion of all Parties, (though they 
may not expreſs it in the ſame Words) That 
a Sacrament conſiſts of an outward and vi/ivle 
Sign, Memorial, or Repreſentation, and ſome 
inviſible Good fignified, remembered, or repre- 
ſented by it. 24%, When our Lord inſtituted 
the Sacrament of his Supper, he bleſſed certain 
Elements, which he gave to his Diſciples, with 
this Precept, Take and cat, — take and drink — 
in Remembrance cf me. From theſe two Obſer- 
vations 1 infer, 30%, That that which is eater 
and drank, in that Sacrament, is the Memorial 
of our Lord and Saviour; and being a ſacra- 
mental Memorial, muſt be 2. And then 
I concluce, athly, That, fince it is eſſential to 
2 Gacramental Memorie al that it be w?fible ; and 


lince the Body of Chriſt is not vi/ible in the da- 
F crament, 
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crament, it cannot be therein eaten as @ ſacra- 


mental Memorial. 


Our Author fays. p. 28. of Chriſt's Body, 
It is a ſpiritual Body. But ſurely he cannot 
deſign this as an Argument againſt its Viſibility, 
becauſe he ſays, It ftill remains a true Body 
as to all that is eſſential to a Body,” Now, if 
it does ſo remain, this certainly muſt include 
Viſibility. Yet ſince, from what I have met 
with in Converſation, I have Reaſon to appre- 


hend, that it is a pretty common Opinion a- 


mong Catholics, That the Body of Chriſt can- 
not be ſeen in the Sacrament, becauſe it is a 


ſpiritual Body; I ſhall obſerve, that Chriſt was 
feen forty Days, by his Diſciples, after his Re- 
ſurrection, Acts i. 3. (at which Time, I ſup- 
poſe, they reckon his Body became a ſpiritual 


Body.) He was viſible too at his Aſcenſion; for 
they /aw him going up into Heaven ; and will 
alſo be vi/ible at his ſecond Coming; for he will 
come in hike Manner, as they ſaw bim go into 
Heaven, ver. 11. And all the Tribes of the 
Earth — Hall ſee the Son of Man coming in 
the Clouds of Heaven, Matt. xxiv. 30. Behold, 
he cometh with Clouds, and every Eye ſhall ſee 
him, Rev. i. 7. Tis very apparent then, that 
Chriſt's Body being a /p:ritual Body does not 
hinder its Viſibility. It's being a fpiritual Body, 
then, can be 20 Reaſon, why it may be in the 
Euchariſt, and yet not ſeen. But 

If it were admitted, that the Body of Chriſt 
being a ſpiritual Body is inviſible, this Conceſ- 

| ſion 
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fion would be of no Advantage to the Cauſe of 
our Adverſaries; becauſe at the Time of the In- 
fiitution, when our Saviour took Bread, — and 
faid, This 1s my Body, his Body was not a ſpi- 
ritual, but a natural Body: And a natural Bo- 
dy, I ſuppoſe, no-body will ſay is invifible. 
Now, if Chriſt's natura! Body conld not be in 
the Euchariſt unſeen, at the Inſtitution of it. 
His real Body could not be there; for then it 
was a natural Body: And if it was not there 
then, there can be no Reaſon to think it is 
there now, ſince it was then our Saviour ſaid 
of the Bread, This is my Body. 
Here it will be ſaid, That the inward Sub- 
ſtance only is in the Sacrament; and that“ This 
* js not the Object of our Senſes, nor can be 
« perceived by any of them.“ p. 54. 
Our Author, as we have ſeen, owns, That 
the only Difference in the Body of Chriſt now, 
and at the Time of his Crucifixion, is, That 
then it was mortal and paſſible, but now is im- 
mortal and inpaſſible, Surely, then, whereſo- 
ever the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body is, there 
alſo muſt the Accidents be; for ſo they were 
at the Time of our Saviour's Suffering. Then 

I cannot conceive how a Text that ſpeaks of 
a Body that conſiſts of both Accidents and Sub- 
ftance, can be ſaid to be taken according to the 
Letter, when it is interpreted to mean the Sub- 
ſtance, as ſeparated from the Accidents. Cer- 
taiply, an Interpretation of that Text that is 
ftrictly literal, muſt ſappoſe the Body of Chriſt 
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to be exafly the ſame that it was at the Time 
when be pronounced theſe Words, This is my Body. 
Therefore the literal Senſe of them muſt in- 
clude the Accidents as well as the Subſtance of 
his Body. Again; I would aſk, 

What is it that conſtitutes a human Body ? 
Is it not the Conjunction of the proper Accidents 
of ſuch a Body, with the Matter whereof it 
is formed? What was it that made the Diffe- 
rence in the various Species of Creatures at the 
Creation of the World, which inhabit the 
Earth, hen they were all made of one ſort of 
Matter? Was it not the drfferent Properties, or 
Accidents that were peculiar to the ſeveral Spe- 
cies? It the Accidents of a Lion had been 


joined to that very Matter whereof the Body of 


the firſt Man was formed, would it not have 
been the Body of a Lion? It muſt have been 
ſo. Now, it the uniting the proper Accidents 
of a human Body with that Portion of Matter 
of which the Body is formed, conſirtutes a bu- 
man Body: Then, as J apprehend, the Separa- 


tion of thoſe Accidents from that Matter, muſt 


alſſolve that Conſtitution, and it muſt ceaſe to 
be a human Body. I cannot, therefore, believe, 
that the Subſtance of the Body of Chriſt can be 
in the Sacrament, ſceing the Accidents of it 
are not there. 

Having, in the Courſe of theſe Papers, 
mentioned our preſent Author as ſaying, the 
Body of Chriſt is now immortal, and impaſ- 
ſible ; before I proceed farther, I {hall beg Leave, 

though 
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though it is not the Point before me, to ob- | 
ſerve, that even catholic Doclors may differ in 
their Sentiments. The firſt that I have in theſe 

Papers taken notice of, would prove the Real 
Preſence of Chriit in the Euchariſt, from thoſe - 
Words of St. Paul, Wheſcever ſhall eat this 
Bread, and drink this Cup of the Lord unwor- 
thily, ſhall be guilty of the Body and Blood of the 
Lord: And thus he argues, No Man can be 
* guilty of the Blood of another, unleſs he 
* ſpills his Blood, or takes away his Life; but 
„ St. Paul (ſays he) here affirms, that whoſo- t 
« ever ſhall eat this Bread, and drink this Cup, 
ce of the Lord unworthily, ſhall be guilty of ö 
* the Body and Blood of the Lord.“ The Con- i 
ſequence then that is to his Point, but too ſhock- ; 
ing for him to give in expreſs Words, is this, 
Therefore every unworthy Receiver of the Lord's 
Supper actually ſheds Chriſt's Blood, or takes away 
his Life. But does the Author J have now to 


f do with ſay ſo? No; but exa@ly the contrary : 1 
For he ſays, Now the Body of Chriſt is immortal, 
: and impaſſible; that is, it can neither be killed, ö 


nor hurt. But are theſe two Opinions recon- 
cileable, when one ſays, Chriſt's Body is immor- 
tal, and the other ſays, The unworthy Receiver 
takes away his Life? J apprehend, the afirma- 
tive will be admitted by Catholics, if the Prieſt 
tells them, it is a Myſtery of Faith: For Things 
every whit as abſurd follow from the Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation, as can be conſequent from 
aſſerting, that Chriſt is immortal z but that, ne- 

F 2 | verthelels, 


| (70 
vertheleſs, his Life is taken away by whoſoever 
unworthily partakes of the Lord's Supper: And 
yet the People upon being told, that Tranſub- 
antiation is a Myſtery of Faith, receive it, not- 
withſtanding all the Abſurdities that attend it, 
as readily as they would a Point that is clearly 
demonſtrated ; perhaps as readily as they receive 
this Article of F aith, viz. The Being of a God. 

Our Author will have it, that it muſt be 
Chriſt's Body and Blood that are preſent in the 
Euchariſt, becauſe otherwiſe * would the Fi- 
* gures of the old Law equal the Sacraments of 
the new Law, yea, far excel them. For, 
* (aſks he) who does not ſee that the paſchal 
« Lamb was a more noble Figure, and far bet- 
« ter repreſenting Chriſt than Bread and Wine?“ 
He likewiſe inſtances the Blood of Victims, and 
the heavenly Manna. 

I ſhall here aſk, How ſhall we be ſure that 
there ever was any Regard had to the Nobleneſs 
of the Creature in the Choice of @ Type of 
Chriſt? To me it ſeems as if there was not: 
For, if there had, one would imagine, that a 
Being of infinite Knowledge could have found 
out a much more noble Creature than a Lamb 
for that Uiz; and would have choſen that which 
is called Behemoth, Job xiv. 13. and is ſaid to be 
the chicf of the Ways of God, ver. 19. Or 
he might have choſen a full grown Sheep, rather 

than a Lamb of the firſt Tear; which would 
have been of the ſame Species, and the more 
noble of the tao : 80 that I ſee no Weight in his 

Argu- 
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Argument from the ſuppoſed ſuperior Nobleneſs 
of the Types of the old Law ts the Szcraments 
of the new Law, Indeed I fold think, that 
Aptneſs to repreſent rather deter 111104 the Choice 
always. And then Chriſt being, according to 
the Decree and Council of God, called the Lamb 
Alain from the Foundation of the World, a Lamb 
was a very proper Type of him: So was the 
Blood of Victims, ſince he was to die as a Sa- 
crifice : The beavenly Manna alſo fitly repre- 
ſented him, who was to come down from 
Heaven to be that Food, by which Souls are to be 
nouriſhed unto everlaſting Life, So now ſince 
Chriſt has under the zew Law, ſpoke of him- 
ſelf as the Bread that came down from Heaven, 
and tbe Bread of Life; he may, I think, with 
the ſame Propriety and Aptneſi be repreſented by 
Bread. Nor does it appear, that our Saviour, 
when upon Earth, ſhewed any Regard to 
worldly Pomp or Grandeur; it he had, he might 
have choſen Princes and Nobies, Men of high 
Birth, and learned Education, to be his Follow- 
ers, to grace his. Train, and to propagate bis 
Religion, inſtead of Fiſhermen, and others, of 
low Birth, and who were meanly taught. 
Moreover, the Religion which he planted, was 
much more plain and ſimple than that be ſuper- 
ſeded. He has not now enjoined thoſe pompots 
Ceremonies, none of thoſe co//ly. Decorations for 
his Minifters, nor any fach /fately Temple, as 
were the Ornaments of the Jewiſb Worſhip: 


Since then he has prefercd a fimple and plain 
F 4 Wor- 
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| Worſhip, to that which is gaudy and pompous z 


there can be no Reafon to wonder, if he has 
choſen Types of the new Religion that are Jef 
noble than thoje of” the old, becauſe they heſt agree 
with it; And conſequently our Author's Argu- 


Noe is of no Weight in our Debate. 


Our Author is of Opinion, that“ no Man, 
e that pretends to the Name of Chriſtian, can 
« ſuppole that the Figures of the old Teſtament: 
« might equal or excel the Sacraments of the 
« new; ſince the Apoſtle aſſures us, that the 
« old Law had nothing but a Shadow of good 
*« Things to come, Heb, x, 1. And does not 
ce the Nature of Things (be g. aſſure us, that 
« the Figure mult be inferior to the Thing pre- 
c figured?” p. 46. 

I will admit here, That the Figure mult be 
inferior to the Thing prefigured. But then the 
Queſtion will be, What is the Figure, and 
what the Thing prefigured? Now St. Paul has 
ſettled this Point, In his Epiſtle to the Colo/- 


fans, having mentioned ſome of the jewiſh 


Rites or Obſervances, he ſays of them, Chap. x. 
ver. 17. which were a Shadow of Things to come; 
but the B:dy (or Subſtance) is Chriſt, And in 
Heb, x. we find the Figures were, the Sacrifices 
that were offered up Year by Year, ver. 1. — The 
Blood of Bulls and Goats, ver. 4. Burnt-offerings 


and Sacrifices for Sin, ver. 6. — That ꝛwere of 


fered 5ften, ver. 11, — The Thing prefigured is 


(7: Brend and Wine, but) Chriſt; who when God 
had no Pleaſure in Burnt-oftcrirgs for Sin, ver. 


6, 8. 
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6, 8. ſaid, Lo, I come (in the Volume of the Book 
it is written of me) to do thy Will, O God, ver. 7, 
9. Whoſe Body was offered once for all, ver. 10. 
Who, after be had offered one Sacrifice for Sins, 
for ever fat down at the Right Hand of God, 
ver. 12. And by one Offering, for ever perfected 
thoſe that are ſanfified, ver. 14. So that I do 
not diſagree with our Author, when he ſays, 
the old Law had but a Shadow of good Things 
to come; if he means, the legal Sacrifices ere 
but a Shadow of Chriſt, But how it follows 
hence, that the Figures of the old Teſtament 
muſt not equal or excel the Sacraments ot the 
new, is incumbent on our Author to ſhew, 
Should our Author be aſked, © How can the 
« Bread and Wine be changed into the Body 
e and Blood of Chriſt?” He would tell us, 
* By the mighty Power of God, to whom no- 
e thing is hard or impoſſible, who formerly 
* changed Water into Blood, and a Rod into 
ce a Serpent, Exod. vu. and Water into Wine, 
« Tobn ii. and who daily changes Bread and 
Wine, by Digeſtion, into our Body and 
Blood.” p. 54. I reply, 
Ido not think it any Diminution or Limita- 
tion of the divine Power to ſay, God himſelf 
cannot do a Thing that implies a Contradiction: 
And that Tranſubſtantiation, which this Reaſon- 
ing is intended to ſupport, does ſo, is moſt no- 
torious, Our Author ſays, (and very truly) 
our Saviour never had but one Body: And all 
Catholics, by profeſſing the Creed which is 
called 


** 
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called the Apoſtles, hold, That that Body was 
born of the Virgin Mary, (which Birth all Chriſ- 
tians allow was above 1700 Tears ago,) and 
that the Body is in Heaven at the Right Hand 
of the Father: Yet Tranſubſtantiation ſuppoſes, 
1/7, That though our Saviour never had but one 


Body, yet (as has been before obſerved) Millions 


of People have each eaten his entire Body. 2dly, 
That the very Body that was born of the Virgin 
is made of a Wafer, or Bit of Bread. zaly, 
That the 1dentical Body, which was born above 


ſeventeen hundred Years ago, is made every Time 


the Prieſt intends to make it, by pronouncing 
the Words of Conſecration upon the Bread or 
Wafer. And it ſuppoſes, 4%), That the very 
Body that zs in Heaven, is caten, in the Eucha- 
Tilt, on Earth, Now, if theſe are not Contra- 


dictions, there can, I think, be no ſuch Thing 


as a Contradiction. 
That the divine Power, which made the 
World of nothing, can, of a bit of Bread, make 


8 Body, (or as many Bodies as he pleaſes) /o /ke 


the Body of Chrijt, that the moſt diſcerning 
Eye ſhall not be able to diſtinguiſh one from 
the other, is a Point that I would not conteſt, 
But that one Body only can be eaten entire, by 
each of many Millions of People: That the very 
identical Body that was born of the Virgin is 
made of a Wafer : That that very Body, which 
was born above one Thouſand ſeven Hundred Years 
ago, is made every Time the Prieſt intends to 
make it, by pronouncing the Words of Conſe- 

- cration 
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cration uhu a Wafer, or bit of Bread: And 
that the Body of Chriſt, which is in Heaven, 
is eaten by People on Earth, are ſuch palpable 
Contradictions, as muſt be ſhocking to every 
Man, who conſiders, that they are the natural 
Conſequences of a Doctrine, which, by a pre- 
tended infallible Church, is made neceſſary to be 
believed, in order 10 Satvation: Every ſuch 
conſiderate Man, ſurely, will conclude, That 
a Doctrine, that carries in it theſe — 
Conſequences, (and many more ſuch) can never 
be a Doctrine of the Goſpel, or of divine Au- 
thority. 
Concerning the Water's being changed into 
Blood and into Wine, the Rod into a Serpent, 
and the Bread and Vine that we eat and drink, 
into our Body and Blood by Digeſtion ; I would 
aſk our Author, whether the Water was changed 
into certain Blood and Wine, which ex:/ted be- 
fore that Converſion ; and after. it was changed, 
retained all the Properties of Water ? Whether 
the Rod was turned into @ particular Serpent 
that alſo had a Being before the Change ; and, 
after it was changed, had all tbe Appearances of 
a Rod? And whether the Bread and Mine, 
which we eat and drink, are changed into that 
very Fleſh and Blood, which partly make up our 
Bodies before we eat and drink them; and after 
the Change ſtill retain the Accidents of Bread 
and Wine? It theſe Things are not fo, {as to 
be ſure they are not) his Similitudes are imper- 
tinent; for ſo it muſt be in the Caf. of rea- 
lab!“ = 
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ſubſtantiation, if that Doctrine were true: 
Therein the Bread is ſuppoſed to be changed 
into a certain Body, that has exiſted above 1700 
Nears, and does ſtill exiſt; and after it is ſup- 
poſed to be changed, it appears juſt as it did be- 
fore. Believe it he that can! 

If our Author ſhould be aſked, Are not our 
Senſes deceived in the Euchariſt? He would 
anſwer, © Properly ſpeaking, they are not, be- 
* cauſe they truly repreſent what is truly 
* there, 4:2. the Colour, Shape, Taſte, &c. of 
« Bread and Wine. But 'tis the Judgment is 
« deceived,” — For though he allows, that 
« regularly ſpeaking, we are authorized by the 
«© Teſtimony of our Senſes to make a Judg- 
ment of a Thing's being in Effect that which 
tt it has the Appearances of;” yet, as he infinu- 
ates, it is otherwiſe when Reaſon or divine 
Authority interpoſes itſelf to oblige us to make 
another Judgment. p. 55. 

| If then zez7her Reaſon nor divine Authority 
i inter poſes in the Euchariſt to oblige us to deny 
| 1 our Senſes, then the Elements remain Bread and 
; Wine. Now, if it cannot be proved, that the 
Words of the Inſtitution c7ht to be taken lite- 


i rally, then we are net, by the Interpoſition of 
* | Divine Authority (and to be ſure we are not by 
\8 the Interpoſition of Reaſon) obliged to deny our 
. Senſes: And whether thoſe Words muſt neceſ- 
4 farily be taken in that Senſe, I ſubmit to the 


udgment of every judicious and inquiſitive 
Reader of what I have ſaid upon that Head. | 
Our 
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Our Author, to ſupport his Argument, will 


roduce ſeveral Scripture Inſtances, ** in which 
«© the Teſtimony of Man's Senſes has repre- 
« ſented one Thing, and the Authority of 
« God's Word has aſſured us, that it was not 
ce that which it appeared to be, but quite ano- 
« ther Thing: — As when Angels have ap- 
ce peared in the Shape of Men, Gen. xix. Matt. 
« Xxxvili, Mark xvi, Sc. and the Holy Ghoſt 
e in the Shape of a Dove, Luke ww. 22. 
g Th our Senſes may, and ſometimes do 
miitake, cannot be dented. But then this is 
ordinarily owing to the Want of the due Ex- 
erciſe of them, or a too ſlight and ſuperficial 
Examination of the Objects: And this ſeems 
to be the Caſe of the People, that our Author 


tells us were deceived, by miſtaking Angels for 


Men; who, probably on the firft dight of the 
Angels in the Shape of Men, concluded, that 
they were really Men. But had the Men of 
Sodom, and the Women at our Lord's Sepulchre, 
had the leaſt Intimation, or Suſpicion, that what 
they ſaw were Angels, and had had Opportu- 
nity, and Courage to try, by car Secvicur's Rule, 
whether they were Men, or not; I make no 
Doubt, but their Senſes would ſoon have ſatisfed 


them: For, if they had found them Fleſb and 


Bones, being in human Shape, they would juſtly 


have concluded that they were Men; for à Spi- 
rit bath not Tj and Bones, — Luke xxiv. 39. 
and Angels are Spirits, — Heb. i. 13, 14. If 

they 


(75) 
they had found them 20 Fleſh and Bones, they 
would, as juſtly, have made the contrary Con- 
cluſion. So that, if they were miſtaken, the 
Miſtake was occaſioned by making 700 haſty a 
Judgment, having not duely examined the Objects 
by their Senſes. But this is not the Caſe, with 
Regard to the Elements in the Euchariſt : Ma- 
ny Millions of People, who have been told, that 
they are not Bread and Wine, but the real Body 
and Blood of Chriſt; and each of them ſeveral 
Hundreds of Times ſeen, handled, and taſted thoſe 
Elements, do unanimouſly declare, that by zei- 
ther of their Senſes they can diſcover any Alte- 
ration made in them by Conſecration; but that 
they taſte, feel, and look, juſt as they did be- 
fore they were confecrated. And this, I believe, 
no Catholic will deny. Now, if the Men of 
Sodom, and the Women at the Sepulchre, did 
miſtake Angels for Men, through Want of due 
Trial by their Senſes, and by too haſtily giving 
Judgment on a frgle View, (which ſeems to 
be the Caſe of the Sodomites, Gen, xix.) or in @ 
Fright, (which the Women ſeemed to do, 
Matt. xxviii.) It can never from thence follow, 
that Millions of People, who know it is à con- 
troverted Point, and have ſeverally ſome Hun- 
dreds of Times obſerved the ſame Properties and 


Accidents, in the Bread and Vine, after the 


Conſecration, which they had before, muſt be 
miſtaken. Beſides, I am nut certain, that the 
Men of Sodom, and the Women at the Sepul— 
chre, were miſtaken; for thoſe, who in Gen. 

XIX. 
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XiX. 1. are called Angels, in Ver. 10, 12. 16. 
are called Men. So he that was called an An- 
gel in Matt. xxvili. 2. is called a young Man, 
Mark xvi. 5. So that, perhaps, the Objects 
which they ſaw were human Bodies, animated 
or actuated by Angels: And then their Senſes 
did not deceive them, and what they ſaw, was 
really what it appeared to be, for the Bodies 
only could be Objects of their Senſes. 

If here it ſhall be objected, that if it be ad- 
mitted, that they were human Bodies which 
they ſaw, yet till they were miſtaken; for 
though their Senſes told them, that which they 
ſaw were Men, yet in Reality they were Angels. 
To it] reply, 

They were not miſtaken in the material Part, 
which was the proper Object of their Senſes. 
Now, both the Body and Blood of Chri/t, and 
Bread and Wine, are material Bodies, and fo fit 
to be judged of by our Senſes, To argue then, 
that becauſe the Men of Sodom, and the Women 
at the Sepulchre, could not diſcern, that the 
Spirits which animated the human Bodies which 
they ſaw (if that was the Caſe) were Angels; 
therefore we, by our Senſes, cannot in the Eu- 
chariſt, diſcern a Bit of Bread from an entire 
human 'Body, though we view, handle, and 
eat it, is ſuch abſurd Reaſoning as is unbecom- 
ing a Man, and is the ſame Thing as ſaying, 
That becauſe our Senſes cannot diſcern that 
which is not their proper Objects; therefore they 
cannot judge of that which is ſo. Then, 

$ 


( 8 ) 

As to the Deſcent of the Holy Gboſt in the 
Form of a Dove, it does not appear to me that 
St. John's Senſes were miſtaken ; for he does not 
fay I ſaw a Dove deſcending ; but I ſaw the 
Spirit deſcending like a Dove, Chap. i. 32. We 
muſt here obſerve, that St. John had been told 
by him that ſent him to baptize, - (which muſt 
be God) that upon whom he ſhould ſæe the 
Spirit deſcending, the ſame is he that baptizeth 
with the Holy Ghoſt, Ver. 33. and that he ſays, 
was the Son of God, ver. 34. Now, at the 
fame Time that the Form of a Dove deſcended 
upon Chriſt, a Voice from Heaven ſaid, This 7s 
vi beloved Son, in whom I am well pleaſed Matt. 
mi, 16, 17. Mark 3. 11. Luke iii. 32. So that 
St. John's Senſes were ſo far from being miſtaken, 
that it was by them that he came to underſtand 
that the Spirit was to deſcend, and when be did 
deſcend upon the Son of God. By his Hearing 
he learned that tbe Spirit was to deſcend upon the 
Son of God. By his Sight he perceived the 
Form of a Dove deſcending ufon a certain Per= 
n; and that Deſcent being accompanied with 
a Voice from Heaven, ſaying, This is my beloved 


Son, — his Hearing again gave Teſtimony, that 


that which deſcended in the Form of a Dove was 
the Spirit, If he could not have truſted to his 
Hearing, how ſhould he have known, That 
the Holy Ghoſt was to deſcend, to point out the 
Son of God? Or that, when he did deſcend in 
the Form of a Dove, it was He that jo d-fcend- 
ed? And if he could not have truſted to his 

Sight, 
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Sight, how ſhould he have known that there 
was any Deſcent at all? But having learned 
by his Hearing, that the Spirit ſhould de- 
ſcend upon him who is the Son of God; and 
then ſeeing the Likeneſs of a Dove deſcend up- 
on a certain Perſon; and at the ſame Time 
hearing a Voice from Heaven, ſaying, This is my 
beloved Son. — By comparing the Teſtimony of 
thoſe Senſes, he was fully aſſured, that it was 
the Spirit that did deſcend, and ſo pointed out 
the Son of God. Furthermore, 

Theſe Inſtances are not} all to the Point in 
this Diſpute : For our Queſtion is not, Whether 
the Holy Ghoſt, or Angels, may aſſume the Ap- 
pearance of a human, or other Body, by which 
our Sight may be deceived ; but whether Mil- 
lions of People, having the due Exerciſe of their 
Senſes, can miſtake a human Body for a Bit of 
Bread, when they have viewed, handled, and 
eaten it, and have each of them, perhaps, re- 
peated thoſe Acts many Hundreds of Times? 

But, though the joint Evidence of all the 
reſt of our Senſes cannot be depended upon ; 
yet (if our Author be infallible) we may ſafely 
truſt to the (ſingle) Senſe of Hearing, in rela- 
tion to the Judgment we are to make concern- 
ing the inward Part of the Sacrament of the 
Euchariſt, © which (be ſays) informs us by the 
e Word of God, and the Authority of the 
* Church of God, that what appears to be 
© Bread and Wine in this Sacrame1::, is indecd 
© the Body and Blood of Chriſt. W au 
&* he) Faith comes by Hearing, faith :, P- - 
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e and Hearing by the Word of God, Rom. x. 
4 17.” p. 55, 56. (By the bye, St. Paul does 
not ſay Hearing comes by the Church.) 

If my Senſe either of feezng or Hearing in- 
formed me from the Word of God, that the 
inward Part of the Sacrament of the Euchariſt 
is indeed the Body and Blood of Chriſt, though 
it appears to be Bread and Wine, I would be- 
lieve it; but, ſince it is not taught in the Word 
of God, I can never believe it upon the Autho- 
rity of any Church, The Words of our Sa- 
viour are not, This inward Part 1s my Body, or 
the inward Part of this is my Body : But this 
is my Body ; that is, this Bread is my Body. 
Now our Saviour making no Diſtinction between 
the inward and outward Part of the Bread, what 
he ſaid of it ought to be applied 7 each Part 
equally: And, in Truth, it it be not fo, the 
Text is not literally) interpreted: But if it be 
equally applied to each Part, then if there were 
a Change in the inward Part or Subſtance, there 
would alſo in the outward Part or Accidents; but 
there being no Change in the Accidents or outward 
Parts, we may conclude there is none in the Sub- 
ſtance, or inward Part; ſo no Change at all. 

1 muſt be of Opinion, that the Senſe of ſee- 
ing may as well be credited as any other Senſe, 
where it is in equal Perfection with the other 
Senſe, and in a Matter that is the proper Ob- 
ject of Sight. Indeed I would pay a due Re- 
gard to every Senſe; and had I been one of the 
Ditcipies at the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt, and 
heard my Maſter ſay, concerning a Piece of 

Bread, 


2 

Bread, which I ſaw in his Hand, This is my 
Body, I would have concluded that the Bread 
was in ſome Senſe his Body : Yet if, at the ſame 
Time that he pronounced thoſe Words, I had 
ſeen his Body, and the Bread wo diſtinct Things. 
If I had viewed, handled, and eat the Bread, and 
found it had the ſame Properties and Accidents 
after Conſecration that it had before: And if, 
after I had eaten it, I had ſeen the Body of my 
Lord ſitting at the Table, I muſt have con- 
cluded, he did not mean that the Bread was /:- 
terally his true Body. And conſidering he was 
inſtituting a Sacrament, and that a Sacrament 
conſiſts of a Memorial, and a Thing to be remem- 
bered by it: Conſidering that in inſtituting it, 
he ſaid, concerning taking and eating the Bread, 
Do this in Remembrance of me; and that it 
was uſual in ſacramental Language to call the 
Memorial by the Name of the Thing to be 
remembered; I would, without Heſitation, have 
concluded, that by theſe Words, This is my 
Body, my Maſter meant, This Bread is a Fi- 
gure, or Memorial of my Body, Now in that 
Senſe in which the Diſciples had Reaſon to un- 
derſtand the Words, we are to underſtand them, 
for the Senſe of them can never be varied. 
The Fallacy of our Author's Reaſoning lies 
in his diſtinguiſhing the inward, from the out- 
ward Part of the Sacrament, that is, of the 
Elements, which is like the Reaſoning of the 
Author of 4 Modeſt and True Account, c. 
p. 133. We ſee {ſays be) with our Eyes that 
the Accidents (cf the Bread) remain the 

ES > ny ſame 
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ſame as before (the Conſecration ;) we there- 
te fore conclude, that the Change muſt be in 
© the Subſtance, which we cannot ſee, becauſe 
e Chriſt told us it was his Body; and becauſe 
ce we are ſure, he was able, by his omnipotent 
e Power, to make it his Body.” 

Saying the inward Part or Subſtance of 
Chriſt's Body is in the Euchariſt without the 
outward Part or Accidents of it, I ſay again, is 
not a literal Interpretation of the Words, This 
is my Body ; ſince our Saviour's Body, when 
he ſpoke them, had the true Accidents and Pro- 
perties, as well as the Subſtance, of a human 
Body. This being the real Caſe, the Words 
ought in all reaſonable Conſtruction to be un- 
derſtood, as having equal Relation to both Parts, 
or to both Accidents and Subſtance : And then 
the Argument of the Author of A Modeſt and 
True Account, &c. may be turned againſt him- 
ſelf: For when we fee with our Eyes, that 
there is no Change in the Accident, (which muſt 
be included, as much as the Subſtance, in the 
general Expreſſion, This is my Body) we ought 
to conclude, there is no Change at all ; for, if 
our Saviour's Words had been to be underſtood 
literally, there would have been a Change in 
the Accidents. As to Chriſt's being able, by 
his omnipotent Power, to change the Bread in- 
to his Body; I fay, with Reverence, it implies 
ſuch Contraditions (whereof I have ſhewn 
many inſtances) that I think it no way inju- 

rious to his Power to ſay, He could not do it. 
The Diſtinction, by the Author of A Modeſt 
and 


ce 
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end True Account, &c. between Tranſub/tan- 
tration and Tranſaccidentation, is more ſubtil 
than ſolid, and does not come up to the Point 
in Controverſy: For though it is artfully ex- 
preſſed by Tranſubſtantiation; yet the Point 
that our Adverſaries are to maintain is, That the 
real Body of Chriſt, that was born of the Virgin, 
and ſuffered upon the Croſs, is eaten in the Eu- 
chariſt, which they infer from the Words of the 
Institution, taken in their literal Senſe, Now 
thoſe Words are not, This is the Subſtance of 
my Body; but, This is my Body: So that, I. 
think, the Catholic Advocates, by diſtinguiſhing be- 
tween Tranſubftantiation and Tranſaccidentation, 
and owning that the Accidents of Chriſt's Body 
are not in the Euchariſt, give up the /teral Inter- 
pretation of the Words, and all their ſeeming Rea- 
ſoning is nothing but Sophiſtry and Amuſement. 
If we aſk the Author of The Catbolic Chrij- 
tian inſirufied, © How can the Accidents of 
* Bread and Wine remain without the Sub- 
« ſtance? or, The whole Body and Blood of 
« Chriſt be contained in ſo ſmall a Space as 
* that of the Hoſt, nay, even in the ſmalleſt 
& ſenſible Particle of it? or, The Body of 
& Chriſt be both in Heaven, and at the fame 
Time in ſo many Places upon Earth? He 
« will ſay, By the almighty Power of God, — 
„ which is as incomprehenſible as himſelf, — 
© The immenſe Depth of which cannot be fa- 
<« thomed by the ſhort Line and Plummet of 

e human Reaſon.” p. 56, 57. 
Concerning che almighty Power of God, I 
de G 3 have 


” 


— Ly 
— — 4 
= 2 — 
— . 
3 — 


— —— 4 — 
— — r 4 —— 
— — 2 —ä—— U rec — — 


6 es ES 
—— — 
gen 


= ne: 
- b * 


— — 
- R_ 


Eh Fat AC 
— — 


1 _ 
- — — 


— 
" We 
= 


(8%) 


have already ſpoken, (p. 73, 74. ſee alſo p. 89.) 


and with Reverence given it as my Opinion, 
That the almighty Power of God cannot do 4 
Thing that implies a Contradi& ion ; and ſhewn, 
that fs Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation implies a 
great many Contradictions. Now to the three 
Queſtions above-mentioned, I reply ſeverally. 
To that concerning the Accidents of Bread 
and Wine remaining without the Subſtance, 1 ſay, 
It is impertinent, and not rightly ſtated accord- 
ing to the Doctrine of the Catholic Church, 
which aſſerts, That the true and proper Body 
and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt are preſent in the 
Lord's Supper, under the Accidents of Bread and 
Wine. This Queſtion, I ſay, is impertinent ; 
for if it were poſſible for the Accidents of Bread 
and Wine in the Euchariſt, to remain without 
the Subſtance, it would not thence follow, that 
Chriſt's Body and Blood are there. The Queſtion 
then ſhould be, How can the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt in the Euchariſt change their own 
Properties and Accidents, for the Properties and 
Accidents of Bread and Wine, and yet remain his 
true and proper Body and Blood? If to this it 
ſhould be anſwered, By the almighty Power of 
God. I would reply; To every Species of 


material Beings, both SGance and proper Acci- 


dents are eſſential; and the Conjundion of them 
conſtitutes the Being, (which is denominated 
from its Accidents) and conſequently the Sepa- 
ration of them would dif/olve the Conſtitution, 
At the general Creation, when the various Spe- 
cies of Animals and Vegetables, which inhabit, 

furniſh, 
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furniſh, and adorn this lower World, were all 
made of one Sort of Matter, viz. Earth : The 
different Accidents which the ſeveral Portions of 
Matter received, made the Variety of Creatures, 
which gave Adam Occaſion to call them by ſo 
many different Names, as they were afterwards 
known by. If then that Part of Matter which, 
when formed, was called a Lion, had received 
the Accidents and Properties of a Leopard, and 
that which was called a Leopard thoſe of a 
Lion; then that which was the Lion would 
have been the Leopard, and that which was 
the Leopard would have been the Lion, (for by 
the Accidents the Species were diſtinguiſhed,) 
and without thoſe Accidents, neither would have 
been either a Leopard or a Lion. Now, from 
the Time of their Nomination, whatſoever 
bears the Accidents of each or either Species, 
is always deemed to be of that Kind which it 
bears the Accidents of. And this is the Caſe 
with Regard, not only to Things produced in 
the ordinary and natural Way, but to thoſe alſo 
that are produced in a ſupernattral and miraculous 
Way; of which we have ſeveral Inſtances in 
Scripture. Thus it was with Aaron's Rod, 
which, when it's natural Properties and Acci- 
dents were exchanged for thoſe of a Serpent, 
was deemed a Serpent, Exod, vii. 10. And ſo 
alſo it was with the Water, which, having loſt 
it's own, and received the Accidents of Wine, 
was deemed Wine, Jobn ii. Now, if what I 
have here ſaid be admitted, and, I think, it can- 
not be denied; ſeveral Contradictious will follow 

64 | from 
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from the affirmative Side of the Queſtion ; as, 
/, If the Conjunction of proper Accidents with 
Matter, or Subſtance, conſtitutes a material Be- 

ing; then to ſay, The Subſtance of Chriſt's 
Body and Blood are in the Sacrament without 
their proper Accidents, is a Contradiction to the 
Truth and Nature of Things. 2dly, If Things 
are denominated from their Accidents, or apparent 
Properties, (and not from their Subſtance,) and 
the Accidents, or apparent Properties of Bread 
and Wine only are in the Euchariſt ; then to af- 
firm, That it is the Body and Blood of Chriſt 
that we eat and drink in the Euchariſt, 1s to 
contradiet the common Sentiments of Mankind, 
And, 3dly, When there is a Converſion of one 
Species into another ; and, by Scripture Exam- 
ple, as well as by univerſal Conſent, the Thing 
converted is to be denominated from the Acci- 
dents it received by the Change, and to be 
deemed to be of that Kind which it bears the 
Accidents of: Then, if the Body of Chriſt were 
in the Euchariſt, it muſt be changed into Bread: 
For the Accidents of Bread, and not of the Body 
of Cbriſt, are there: And this is a Contradittion 
zo the Catholic Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 
To the Body and Blood of Chriſt being con- 
tained in ſo ſmall a Space as that of the Hoſt, 
nay, in the ſmalleſt ſenſible Particle of it, I 
ſay, if the Body of Chriſt received in the Sacra- 
ment is the ſame Body (as our Author affirms, 
p. 28.) as that, which ſuffered for us upon the 
Croſs, and the only. Difference is, that then he 
was mortal and paſſible, but now is immortal 


and 
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and impaſſible; I ſay, if this be the Caſe, and, 
it be allowed, that Chriſt's Body, when upon 
the Croſs, was near the Size of a common hu 
man Body ; then there muſt be a Contradiction 
in the Aſſertiam of our Author, unleſs he can ſhew, 
that there is no Difference in Size, betwixt a com- 
mon Man and the Hoſt, or the ſmalleft ſenſible 
Particle of it, which may be leſs than a Pea, But, 
It God can do it, it does not follow, that 
he actually does it; for there are Things innu- 
merable that God can do, which he never does. 
The Queſtion, then, ought to be, Whether, or 
no, when Chrift, at the Inſtitution of the ſacra- 
mental Supper, conſecrated the Bread ; the Bread 
cas then, by the almighty Power of God, changed 
into the Body of Chrift, and his rea! Body was 
actually contained in the Space of that Bread? 
To this I anſwer, No: For, if it was, Jeſus 
Chriſt muſt have brake bis own Body, and have 
given it to his Diſciples, and they muſt have 
eaten it; which could not poſſibly be the Caſe, 
becauſe, after the Diſciples had eaten that which 
he gave them, he conſecrated the Wine, converſed 
with them, and was alſo betrayed and crucified. 
An undeniable Evidence that he was not eaten 
by his Diſciples, and, conſequently, that he was 
not contained in the Bread which they had eaten. 
With Regard to the Body of Chriſt being at 
the ſame Time in Heaven and in many Places 
upon Earth, J fay, ſuch an Aſſertion js @ Con- 
tradiftion in Terms, and not to be maintained, 
but by proving, that the almighty Power of 
God can, reconcile Contradictions, which J ne- 
| ver 
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(90) 
ver yet heard the boldeſt Advocate for Tranſub- 
ſtantiation ever attempted. Our Author him- 
ſelf ſeems tacitly to acknowledge it cannot, 
when he puts this Queſtion, © Is it not a Con- 
« tradition for the ſame Body to be at once in 
* two Places?” and gives this Anſwer, © Not 
«at all.“ Yet, ſurely, were I to aſſert, that 
our Saviour has but one Body, and that is in 
Heaven ; and were, at the very ſame Time, to 
affirm, That that very Body is on Earth; every 
Man would juſtly ſay, that I had affirmed a 
moſt notorious Contradiction. I imagine, there- 
fore, that our Author admits, that even the al- 
mighty Power of God cannot reconcile Contra- 
ditions, ſeeing he will not admit this (which 
is ſo evident a Contradiction) to be one; © no 
 & more than for one God to ſubſiſt in three 
« diſtin Perſons; one Perſon in two Natures ; 
* one Soul to be at once both in the Head and 
« jn the Heart; and two Bodies to be at once 
« jn the ſelf-ſame Place, as when Chriſt's Bo- 
« dy came in to the Diſciples, the Doors be- 
« jng ſhut, ohn xx. 26. Or, the ſame Body, 
te aſter having returned to the Duſt, will be, many 
Ages after, reſtored at the Reſurrection.“ 

With what View our Author mentions, one 
Soul being at once, both in the Head and in the 
Heart, I cannot perceive ; fince, according to 
the Laws of Nature, it is the natural Property 
of every Soul, and not the Effect of almighty 
Power upon a ſpecial Occaſion. It would have 
been ſomewhat more to his Purpoſe, if he could 
have given an Inſtance of one Soul that, at once, 
animated two human Bodies, But, How 


(or) 

How will he prove, that two Bodies were at 
once in the ſelf-ſame Place, when our Saviour 
came in to the Diſciples, the Doors being ſhut ? 
Where an Aſſertion carries in it but a ſeeming Con- 
tradiction, it requires very clear, and very ſtr 
Proof to make it credible; and if founded on 
a Text of Scripture, that Senſe which ſupports 
it can never be admitted, if the Text is capable 
of another, that is more rational: But when an 
evident Contradiction is aſſerted, there is more 
need of Caution. Now when it is ſaid of our 
Saviour, He came in to the Diſciples, the Doors 
being ſhut, rather than agree to an Interpreta- 
tion of thoſe Words, that evidently carries in it 
a Contradiction; I would ſuppoſe, they meant 
no more than that the Diſciples, for Fear of the 
Jews, had ſhut the Doors, which our Saviour 
(as he eaſily could) cauſed to open filently and 
unobſerved : Or elſe I would ſuppoſe (which 
would be no Difficulty to him) he cauſed ſome 
other opening in the Houſe for his Entrance, as 
at a Window, or whereſoever be pleaſed, What 
J have ſaid, I dare ſay, will content a Proteſ- 
tant; but if it does not ſatisfy our Author, or 
his Catholic Friends, I have ſomewhat elſe to 
offer to them, viz. If the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt may be contained in the Space of the 
Hoſt, nay, in the ſmalleſt ſenſible Particle of it, 
(as our Author holds,) which may be % than 
a Pin's Head, he could eaſily find Entrance at 
the Key-bole, or even at 4 Crevice that is much 


| teſs. So that there needed not that rue Bodies, 


(that of our Saviour and of the Door) ſhould 
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be at once in the ſelf-ſame Place, and yet he might 
go in to the Diſciples, the Doors being ſhut. 
Our Author's mentioning, one God's ſub- 
fiſting in three diſtinct Perſons; one Perſon in 
two Natures; and the Reſtoration of the dead 
Body at the Reſurrection, could not be deſigned 
as a Confirmation of his Aſſertion, becauſe it is 
neither directly proved by, nor is a natural Con- 
ſequence of either of the Things mentioned; 
for whether there be three, two, or but one 
Perſon ſubſiſting in the Godhead ; ; or two Na- 
tures or but one in the Perſon of Chriſt; 
whether there be any Reſurrection, or none at 
all; whatſoever is the Truth concerning theſe 
Things, it makes no Difference with Regard to 
the Poſſibility of a material Being's occupying, 
or being in two Places at once: So that his 
View, I apprehend, muſt be to ſhew, Thar 
our Religion requires our Belief of ſome Things 
upon Divine Authority, which cannot be compre- 
bended by human Reaſon : So inſinuating, that 
our Saviour's Body being in two Places at once; 
that is, in Heaven, and upon Earth, is one of 
thoſe myſterious Things. But, 

There can be no divine Authority pretended, 
to enforce the Belief of this as a Myſtery, -but 
as it is a Conſequence of the myſterious Doc- 

ttine of Tranſubſtantiation, (of which ſee p. 
24.) which Doctrine can be pretended to be 
proved only by eſtabliſhing the literal Senſe of 
theſe Words, This is my Body, Now this 
carries us back to our firſt Enquiry, vis. Whe- 
ther thoſe Words are to be taken in a figura- 

tive, 


(93) 


tive, or literal Senſe? I think I have, in the 
former Part of this Work, ſaid enough upon 
that Head: So ſhall now only alk our Adver- 
faries, whether they have any better Rules for 
finding that the figurative Senſe of Words is to 
be prefered to the literal, than, 1/t, When the 
literal Senſe implies many Contradictions and Ab- 
ſurdities, (which I have ſhewed in many In- 
ſtances is the Caſe here,) and the figurative 
makes it plain and intelligible? 2dly, When the 
next Words, in the ſame Sentence, undeniably 
carry in them a Figure; and ſo ſhew, that the 
Speaker is no Stranger to figurative Speech? 
which is Fact in the Inſtitution of the Eucha- 
riſt: For when our Saviour had ſaid, This is 
my Body, he adds, which is broken for you : 
Now at that Time it was not actually broken. 
So that by is broken, he muſt mean, which 

tly will be broken, 3dly, When the ſame 
figurative Way of ſpeaking is frequently uſed 
by the Speaker ; as every Body knows it was by 
our Saviour; who called himſelf a Door, a 
Shepherd, a Way, a Vine, called his Father a 
Huſbandman, and his Diſciples Sheep, and 
Branches of a Vine. 4thly, When the Occa- 
ion, upon which the Words were ſpoken, requires 
that they ſhould be underſtood figuratively? And 
this 1s ho Caſe here, the Words being ſpoken 
on a ſacramental Occaſion ; and we may very 
well ſuppoſe our Saviour to mean, This Bread 
is a Memorial of my Body, which 1s to be broken 
for you. And zthly, When thoſe Perſons, who 
contend for the literal Senſe of the Words, do, in a 


*7 


like 
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Re Cafe, prefer the figurative? which our Ad- 
verſaries do in the Words of the Inſtitution of 
the other Part of the Sacrament. For though 
our Lord does not therein ſo much as mention 
Vine, but fays expreſsly of the Cup, This is 
my Blood, — Mark xiv. 24. Yet they do not 
ſay the Cup, but the Mine is changed into the 
Blood of Chriſt : (Catholic Chriſtian inſtructed, 
Sc. p. 27.) Now if all theſe Circumſtances 
that I have mentioned above, are ſufficient to 
point out Words that are to be taken in a figu- 
rative Senfe ; then thoſe Words of Chriſt, This 
is my Body, muſt be fo underſtood ; for to them 
we ſee they are all applicable. To theſe Rules 
we may add one of St. Auſtin before- mentioned, 
as a Rule well worthy of our Notice. See p. 35. 

I have now, in a juſt and equal Balance, 
weighed the ſeveral Arguments offered by the 
too Authors mentioned in the Beginning of 
this Tract, in Defence of their favourite Doc- 
trine of Tranſubſtantiatian, and ſuch others as 
J have met with, and found them all wanting. 

It is an Evil much to be lamented, that in- 
genious and learned Men ſhould take fo much 
Pains, and uſe ſo much Art, as ſome do, to 
hide Truth, and deceive Manhind, This cul- 
pable Conduct has occaſioned ſome of the moſt 
eminent Men, in every Age, ſince the broach- 
ing of the monſtrous Doctrine before us, to 
ſpend much of their Time in deteCting and 
expoſing the Sophiſtry of our learned Adver- 
faries, whereby they have endeavoured to ſup- 
port it: Whereas, had not the Queſtion been 
clouded 
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clouded and obſcured, by the fal Iſs Reaſonings 


of thoſe artful Men; any Man of common 
Senſe, and a moderate Acquaintance with the. 
Hiſtory of our Saviour, would with Eaſe have 
ſeen on which Side of the Queſtion Truth 
lies, He would have needed only to recol- 
lect, that at the Inſtitution of the ſacramental 
Supper, our Saviour took Bread, and bleſſed, 
and brake it, and gave it to his Diſciples, ſay- 
ing, Take, eat, This is my Body which is given 
for you : And, when he had made this Re- 
collection, to have aſked himſelf: Can 7 be- 
lieve, that the Almighty Power of God, at Chriſt's 
pronouncing thoſe Words, did actually change the 
Bread into his real Body, and that the Diſ- 
ciples did eat that Body? No, ſurely, muſt he 
have ſaid, that could 4 be : For, after they 

had eaten that which he gave them, and whi 05 
be called his Body, and after the Solemnity was 
ended, as we read in the Evangeliſt Matthew, 
(Chap. xxvi.) and Mark, (Chap. xiv.) He went 
out into the Mount of Olives, diſcourſed with his 
Diſciples concerning his Sufferings and Death ; 

and was actually betrayed, condemned, and cru- 
ciſed. From whence it muſt neceſſarily fol- 
low, That he could not be. eaten by lis Diſ- 
ciples, as he muſt have been, if that which they 
eat had been changed into his Body : It being 
impoſſible if he had, that thoſe Things ſhould 
have been done by bim, or to him. 

Who, now, can help wondering, that ſuch 
Numbers of Men of Senſe and Learning, as 
there are in the Church of Rome, ſhould ſo 

car neſtly 
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earneſtly contend for the litera]! Interpretation 
of a Text, when that Interpretation neceſſarily * \ 
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0 infers ſo many abſurd and contradiffory Conſe- 
77 quences. I can never think, but it would 
5 have been given up long ago, as not tenable, 
. were it not that doing ſo, would be to give 
5 up with it the grand Security of their Church, 
* 9 f viz. ber Infalltoihity. For to acknowledge her 
IF to be miſtaken in one Point of Faith, or in 
"18 the Interpretation of one Text of Scripture, 
ih would be to confeſs, that ſhe is fallible: And 
0 . then Farewel to our Author's Holy Church, But 
1948 it is ſtill more wonderful, that Dianne are 
19 not contented in profeſſing an Error themſelves, 


10 but will, as far as in them lies, condemn to the 
t Flames, or the Gibbet, all thoſe who will not ſhut 
"5G their Eyes, and profeſs to believe as, they ſay, they 
B's do. Certainly, the People of that Temper and 
5 Difpoſition, muſt be highly prejudiced againſt 
the Truth, and bear great Likeneſs to thoſe of 
whom St. Paul writes to the Theſſalontans, That 
becauſe they received not the Love of the Truth, 
that thry might be ſaved: For that Cauſe, God 
gave them up to ſtrong Deluſſon, that they ſhould 
beireve a Lie, — 2 Theſſ. ii. 10, 11, 12. This is a 
Text worthy of the Conſideration of every Man, 
and I think muſt, in Fact, exerciſe the Thoughts 
of every one, of every Denomination of Chriſtians, 
that has a true Concern for his Soul, and his e- 
verlaſting Intereſts, leit by treading in the Steps 
of that People, be falls into the fame Condem- 
nation with them. 
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